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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  13273 


Sept.  28,  1962 


Oct.  1,  1962 


Oct.  2,  1962 

Oct.  3,  1962 
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Oct.  1962 
Oct.  10,  1962 

Oct.  12,  1962 

Oct.  13,  1962 
Oct.  23,  1962 


Rep.  Davis,  Tenn.,  introduced  H.  R,  13273  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Senate  Public  Works  Committee  reported  an 
original  bill,  S.  3773 >  without  amendment.  S. 
Report  No.  2258.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

House  committee  reported  H,  R,  13273  with 
amendments.  H,  Report  No,  25oU.  Print  of  bill 
and  report. 

Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  13273. 

House  passed  H.  R.  13273  with  amendment, 

H.  R,  13273  was  place  on  Senate  calendar. 

Senate  passed  H.  R,  12373  with  amendments.  Senate 
conferees  were  appointed, 

S.  3773  indefinitely  postponed  due  to  passage  of 
H.  R.  12373. 

Rep,  Saylor  objected  to  request  to  appoint 
conferees. 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

Rep.  Saylor  criticized  bill  as  passed  by  Senate. 

House  received  and  agreed  to  conference  report 
on  H,  R.  13273.  H.  Report  No.  2557.  Print  of 
report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved:  Public  Law  Q7-Q7h» 


Hearings:  House  Public  Works  Committee  on 
H.  R.  13273. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  lAW  87-8 7ii 


OMNIBUS  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1962. 
Provides  authorizations  for  the  construction  of  various 
specified  river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  projects. 

Amends  provisions  of  prior  river  and  harbor  and  flood 
control  acts  with  respect  to  the  sharing  of  costs  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  non-Federal  entities  for  certain 
features  of  authorized  projects  which  will  now  make  such 
cost-sharing  different  from  the  amount  of  Federal  assis¬ 
tance  which  may  be  provided  for  some  of  the  purposes  served 
by  improvements  which  may  be  undertaken  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
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K.'  STthCOnGRESS 


H.  R.  1 3273 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPKESKNTATIVB8 


}  SKtnXMBNR  28,  19^2 

Ml.  Davis  of  IVnnedsee  inlrodaced  the  folloeriog  bill;  which  was  refi^n^l 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
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At.  BILL* 


^  Auihoriziiijf  Uio  conatniotuin,  rcjMiir.  and  preservation  .»f  (;ortair 
public}  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for' navigation,  flood  cem- 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 


p! ,  , 

'^Be  ii  ennded  bi/  the  Senate  ami  House  of  Rt presenter- 


2  tives^ of  the  United  Stales  of  America  in  Cim^re^s  assembUd, 

■  'i*t  '  *  ''  '  V- 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARKORS 


Skc.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improveinent  of  ^ 
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H.  R.  13273 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

September  28, 1962 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— EIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author- 

7  ized  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 

8  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  ac- 

9  cordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec- 

10  ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective 
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reports  hereinafter  designated :  Provided,  That  tne  provisions 
of  section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March 
2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth 
with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of 
improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein 
set  forth  in  full : 

NAVIGATION 

Narraguagus  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
530,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$500,000; 

Caiwers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  118,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $205,000; 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
500,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$700,000; 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
216,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$8,340,000; 

Kennebunk  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
459,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$270,000; 
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Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  Piver,  Maine  and 
New  Hampshire:  House  Docmnent  Numbered  482,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts :  House  Document 
Numbered  341,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,100,000; 

jMarblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document 
Nmnbered  516,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  350,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,843,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  Kiver,  Massachusetts: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  126,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,050,000; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  IVIassachusetts :  Senate  Document 
Numbered  124,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Ehode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  236,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $210,000: 

Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  510,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,185,000; 

Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York:  House  Document 
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Numbered  551,  Eigthy-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,695,000; 

Buttei-milk  Ohannel,'New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  483,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,226,000; 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  New 
Jersey  (channels  to  Port  Elizabeth)  :  Modification  of  the 
existing  navigation  project  authorized  by  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  780,  Eighty-third  Congress) , 
House  Document  Numbered  252,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  being  prepared  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Raritan  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  455,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  maintenance ; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Virginia  : 
Hou  se  Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,068,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  l)e  construed  as  authorizing  reimbursement  to 
local  interests  for  the  Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  Bridge ; 

Rollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hatteras  Inlet  to 
Hatteras,  North  Carolina  :  House  Document  Numbered  457, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,000; 

Wilmington  HaiLor,  North  Carolina  :  Senate  Document 
Numbered  114,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,370,000; 
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Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  115,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $605,000; 

Key  West  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  106,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $820,000; 

Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybbr  Channels,  Florida: 
House  Document  Numbered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $997,000; 

Walter  E.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
528,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$424,000; 

Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  an  immedi¬ 
ate  study  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydroelectric  power 
generating  facilities  in  said  dam,  and  such  installation  of 
necessary  power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized  as  determined 
to  be  justified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  unless  within 
the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous  session 
of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  report  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  it  such  report  is  disapproved  by  the  Congress. 
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Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi;  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  560,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,870,000; 

Mississippi  Piver,  Baton  Bouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Lou¬ 
isiana:  Senate  Document  Numbered  36,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $357,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana  and  Texas: 
House  Document  Numhered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,540,000 ; 

Calcasieu  River  Salt  Water  Barrier,  Louisiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  582,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,310,000; 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  552,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $103,300; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  419,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $195,000; 

Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  553,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,830,000; 

Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir,  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,162,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios, 
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1  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  504,  Eighty-seventh 

2  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $818,000; 

^  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,  Texas: 
4  House  Document  Numbered  288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
^  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,590,000; 

^  Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House  Docu- 
^  merit  Numbered  31,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
^  cost  of  $114,652,000; 

^  Kaskaskia  Eiver,  Illinois:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
44,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,- 
200,000; 

12  Mississippi  Eiver  between  Missouri  Eiver  and  Minne- 
1^  apolis,  Minnesota:  House  Document  Numbered  513,  Eighty- 

14  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000: 

15  Ontonagon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num- 

16  bered  287,  Eighty-seventh  Congi*ess,  at  an  estimated  cost 
-17  of  $4,741,000; 

18  Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num- 

19  bered  474,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

20  $609,000; 

21  Leland  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 

22  413,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,- 

23  000; 

24  Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling, 

25  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  480,  Eighty-seventh 
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Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $350,000 ; 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  470,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,270,000; 

Kenosha  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  496,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $673,000; 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  479,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $719,000; 

Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  134,  Eight3^-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,029,000; 

Calumet  Harbor  and  Kiver,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $11,464,000; 

Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered 
485,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,505,000; 

New  Buffalo  Harhor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  481,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $667,000; 

Caseville  Harhor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  64,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$327,000; 
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Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
544,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$4,780,000; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
509,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$257,000; 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  165, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000 ; 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Docmnent  Numbered 
527,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered 
415,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$6,179,000; 

Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  340,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $671,000; 

Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docimient  Num¬ 
bered  451,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,797,000; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document 
Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $765,000; 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num- 
H.R.  13273 - 2 
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bered  471,  Eiglity-seveiitli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,180,000; 

Dana  Point  Harbor,  California  :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  532,  Eighty-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $3,730,000; 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California :  House  Document 
Numbered  518,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,000,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Emit  vale  Avenue  Biidge: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  75,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,750,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  353,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,775,000; 

Noyo  Biver  and  Harbor,  California:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  121,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $13,231,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Bivers,  Oregon  and 
Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $493,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Bivers  below  Van¬ 
couver,  Washington,  and  Portland,  Oregon:  House  Document 
Numbered  452,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,100,000; 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos  Water- 
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ways,  Wasliington:  Senate  Document  Numbered  104, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000; 

Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  417,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $428,000; 

Swinornish  Channel,  Washington:  House  Document 
Numbered  499,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $887,000; 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  484,  Eight3^-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,919,000; 

BEACH  EROSION 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered 
416,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$88,000; 

Eire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet, 
Long  Island,  New  York:  Modification  of  the  existing  beach 
erosion  control  project  authorized  l>y  the  Liver  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Congress) , 
House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantiall}^  in  accordance  with  the  plans, 
which  will  include  a  sand  bypassing  system  at  Eire  Island 
Inlet,  being  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia  :  House  Document  Numbered 
382,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 
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Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity,  North  Caro¬ 
lina:  House  Document  Numbered  555,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $194,000 ; 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  5G1,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michigan-Ohio  State  line 
to  Marblehead,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  63. 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

Sheffield  Lake  Community  Park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village, 
Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  414,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $100,300; 

Ventura-Pierpont  Area,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  458,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $515,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 
convey  17.94  acres  of  land  located  at  old  lock  and  dam 
numbered  7,  Ohio  Biver,  to  the  city  of  Midland,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  after  November  1,  1962,  for  public  park  and  recrea¬ 
tion  purposes,  without  monetary  consideration  hut  subject 
to  reversion  to  the  United  States  if  not  utilized  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes  and  further  subject  to  such 
flowage  rights  as  may  he  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the 
New  Cumherland  lock  and  dam,  Ohio  Biver. 

Sec.  103.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done 
by  them  on  the  beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  subsequent  to  the 
initiation  of  the  cooperative  studies  which  fonri  the  basis  for 
the  projects :  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may  have  been 
done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  projects  herein 
adopted:  Provided  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or  funds 
available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements. 

Sec.  104.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  named  localities  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  10  of  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

A  channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer  Island, 
Massachusetts,  at  approximately  the  same  location  as  the 
foi-mer  channel  commonly  known  as  Shirley  Gut. 

Kings  Bay  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  Eiver  in  Wapakoneta,  Auglaize  County, 
Ohio. 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Elver 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1962”. 

TITLE  II— ELOOD  CONTEOL 
Sec.  201.  That  section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June 
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22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con- 
o’ress) ,  as  amended  l)y  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  except 
that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said 
Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and  except  as 
otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted  requiring 
local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  3Tars  from  the  date  on 
which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation, 
unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assur¬ 
ances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the 
required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
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waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Amiy  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided 
further,  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated 
as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  budgetary  requirements:  And  provided  further. 
That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  pos¬ 
sible  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Amiy  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

NEW  ENGLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AEEA 
The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Wareham-Marion,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  548, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,811,500. 
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The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane  flood  protection 
at  Point  Judith,  Ehode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  521,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,414,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Narragansett  Pier,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  195,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,152,000. 

LOXG  ISLAND  SOUND  AEEA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at  New 
London,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  478,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,401,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Westport, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  412,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $217,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Mystic, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
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Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,490,000. 

HOUSATONIO  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Naugatuck  Eiver 
at  Ansonia-Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  437, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,620,000. 

HUDSON  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Eondout  Creek  and 
Wallkill  Eiver  and  their  tributaries.  New  York  and  New 
J ersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  113,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,111,000. 

NEW  JEESEY — ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  on  Earitan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New 
J  ersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  464,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 

SUSQUEHANNA  EIVEE  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  Juniata  Eiver  and  tributaries, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  in  accordance  with  the 
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recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  565,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  but  without 
the  power  features,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,150,000: 
Provided,  That  if  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deems  it  desirable 
he  may  submit  a  reexamination  report  on  the  power  gener¬ 
ating  features  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration. 

DELAWAEE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Delaware  Eiver  Basin,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  Delaware,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Nmnbered  522,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $224,000,000. 

POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River, 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  469,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Norfolk, 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,537,000. 
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The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity,  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  418,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $739,000. 

APALACinCOLA  RIVEE  BASIN,  GEORGIA 
The  project  for  the  West  Point  Eeservoir,  Chattahoo¬ 
chee  Eiver,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  570,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,900,000. 

central  and  southern  FLORIDA 
The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  central  and  southern  Florida,  approved  in  the 
Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress  is 
hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

The  project  for  south  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,388,000; 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  the  Cutler  Drain 
Area,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 
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1  ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

2  Senate  Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
2  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,063,000. 

4  GEEEN  SWAMP  EEGION,  FLOEIDA 

5  The  project  for  the  four  river  basins,  Florida,  namely 

6  the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace 
Eivers,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 

®  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
^  Dociunent  Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
40  estimated  cost  of  $57,760,000. 
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PASCAGOULA  EIVEE  BASIN 


42  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chunky  Creek, 
4^  Chickasawhay  and  Pascagoula  Eivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby 
44  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
40  tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 
40  bered  549,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
47  $6,740,000. 

40  LOWEE  MISSISSIPPI  EIVEE  BASIN 

49  The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
26  lower  Mississippi  Eiver,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 
24  1928,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  and  expanded  to  in- 
22  elude  construction  of  certain  improvements  in  Gin  and  Muddy 
20  Bayous,  Yazoo  Eiver  Basin,  Mississippi,  substantially  in 
24  accordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  Office,  Chief  of  Engi- 
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neers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000. 
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The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  Delta  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  550,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,502,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red  River  in 
Natchitoches  and  Red  River  Parishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recoimnenda- 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  476,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,293,000. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  a  unit  in  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries 
project,  shall  hereafter  be  known  and  designated  as  the  Will 
M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor  of  the  late  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the  Third  District 
of  Mississippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  erect  appropriate  markers 
along  the  auxiliary  channel  designating  the  project  ‘‘The 
Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”.  Any  law,  regula¬ 
tion,  document,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
project  is  designated  or  referred  to  under  the  name  of  lower 
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auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  Elver  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be 
held  and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of 
“Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”. 

BUFFALO  BAYOU 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince  and  Little 
Vince  Bayous,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  441,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,224,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Port  Arthur 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  505,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,380,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Freeport 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  495,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,780,000. 

TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  East  Fork  of 
the  Trinity  Eiver,  Texas,  is.  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Niunbered  554,  Eighty- 
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1  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,760,000. 

^  The  project  for  extension  of  the  Fort  Worth  Floodway, 

3  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 

4  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 

5  454,  Eighty-seventh  Congi-ess,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

6  $5,148,000. 

^  BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

8  The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Brazos  Eiver  Basin, 

9  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  3,  1954,  as  amended 
4^  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
44  include  the  following  item,  and  the  monetary  authorization 
42  for  said  comprehensive  plan  is  hereby  increased  accordingly. 

The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  Biver,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $20,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Clear  Fork  of 
49  the  Brazos  Biver  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is 
20  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
24  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  506,  Eighty- 

22  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,200,000. 

23  TULAEOSA  BASIN 

24  The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamogordo,  New 

25  Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
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the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  473,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

EIO  GEANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Las  Cruces,  New 
Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
117,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,350,000. 

AEKANSAS  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas  River,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  constmction  of  a 
sewage  outfall  for  the  city  of  Russellville,  Arkansas,  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  plans  of  said  cit}^,  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,400,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow  Creek,  Kansas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  531,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River 
at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  498,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 
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The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdigris  River  and 
tributaries,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  563, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$62,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkansas  River, 
Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000. 

WHITE  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Village  Creek,  White 
River,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  pumping  plant,  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,018,000. 

The  flood  protection  project  for  Village  Creek,  Jackson 
and  Lawrence  Counties,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,968,000. 

EED  ErVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Texas,  is 
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hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Niunbered  144,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,410,000. 

The  project  providing  for  the  construction  of  two  ex¬ 
perimental  water  quality  study  projects  in  the  Arkansas- 
Eed  Eiver  Basins,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  105,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 

The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow  Eeservoir,  Moun¬ 
tain  Eork  Eiver,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  137,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Eeservoirs, 
Kiamichi  Eiver,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Docimient  Numbered  145,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $29,748,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri  Eiver  Basin, 
approved  in  the  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
include  the  following  project,  and  the  monetary  authori- 
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zation  for  said  general  comprehensive  plan  is  increased 
accordingly. 

(a)  The  Kaysinger  Bluff  Beservoir,  Osage  Eiver, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  additional  cost  of  $43,245,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  na¬ 
tional  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

(b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  River,  Kansas,  Ne¬ 
braska,  and  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Enginers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  122,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $88,070,000:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  the 
Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyon  Creek  is  deferred  at  this  time, 
subject  to  submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  which 
shall  take  into  account  the  water  and  related  land  resource 
development  plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the 
Kansas  Water  Resources  Board,  and  Lyon  Creek  Water¬ 
shed  Joint  District  Numbered  41,  and  preparation  of  said 
report  is  hereby  authorized. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papillion  Creek  and 
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tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  475,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Creek,  Iowa, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  438,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

omo  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Kokosing  River, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  220, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mad  River  above 
Huffman  Dam,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  439,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kentucky  River,  Kentucky,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $26,020,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buckhannon 
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Elver,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,206,000. 

The  project  for  the  Guyandot  Eiver  and  tributaries, 
West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  569,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
second  session,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab  Creek  at 
Youngstown,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Enm- 

O 

neers  in  House  Dociunent  Numbered  440,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,268,000. 

The  project  foi-  the  Scioto  Eiver,  Ohio,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 

the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered - , 

Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$55,847,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Allegheny  Eiver 
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at  Salamanca,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  95,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,102,000. 

The  project  for  the  Saline  Diver  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
authorized  by  the  Elood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law 
85-500),  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that  no  cash  con¬ 
tribution  shall  he  required  of  local  interests :  Provided,  That 
the  other  items  of  local  cooperation  reconunended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  316  of 
the  Eighty-fourth  Congress  shall  still  be  applicable. 

UPPEE  MISSISSIPPI  EIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Illinois  Elver  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
Wisconsin,  and  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  l)y  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  472,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $71,465,000. 

The  project  for  Eend  Lake,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Cliief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  541, 
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Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $35,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Guttenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
286,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
between  Sainte  Genevieve  and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  519,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Hanisonville  and  Ivy  Landing 
Drainage  and  Levee  District  Number  2,  Illinois,  is  herebv 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  542,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,112,000. 

The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict  Number  3,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  543,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $986,000. 

The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary 
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District,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  540,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $921,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Kichland  Creek, 
Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  571,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,995,000. 

The  project  for  the  Joanna  Keservoir,  Salt  Eiver, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  reconmiendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  507,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $63,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Pecatonica  Eiver, 
Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  539,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $850,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  Eiver  Urban  Areas  from 
Hampton,  Illinois,  to  CassviUe,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  450, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kickapoo  Eiver,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
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authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  557,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,570,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Warroad  River 
and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  449, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

GEEAT  LAIGES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  River  Rouge, 
Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,659,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sandusky  River, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  136,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,300,000. 

TRUCKEE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Truckee  River 
and  tributaries,  California  and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Dociunent  Numbered  435, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 
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FEANCISCO  BAY  AEEA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Alameda  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Niunbered  128,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $14,680,000. 

The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  545, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,534,000. 

SAN  JOAQUIN  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  New  Melones  i)roject,  Stanislaus  Eiver,  California, 
authorized  by  the  Elood  Control  Act  approved  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified  substantial^ 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  453,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000: 
Provided,  That  upon  completion  of  construction  of  the  dam 
and  powerplant  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  project  shall 
become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and 
be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretar}^  of  the  Interior 
pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  except  that  the 
flood  control  operation  of  the  project  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretaiy 
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of  the  Army:  Provided  further,  That  the  Stanislaus  Eiver 
Channel,  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San  Joaquin  Eiver, 
shall  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Aiuny  to  a 
capacity  of  at  least  five  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second 
subject  to  the  condition  that  responsible  local  interests  agree 
to  maintain  private  levees  and  to  prevent  encroachment  on 
the  existing  channel  and  fioodway  between  the  levees : 
Provided  further,  That  before  initiating  any  diversions  of 
water  from  the  Stanislaus  Eiver  Basin  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  determine  the  quantity  of  water  required 
to  satisfy  all  existing  and  anticipated  future  needs  within 
that  basin  and  the  diversions  shall  at  all  times  he  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  the  quantities  so  determined:  Provided  further. 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  adopt  appropriate  measures 
to  insure  the  preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  in  the  l^ew  Melones  project  and  shall  allocate  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080),  an 
appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  Stanislaus 
Elver  division  and  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  same, 
such  costs  to  he  nonreimbursable:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  connection  with  the  New 
Melones  project,  constmct  basic  public  recreation  facilities, 
acquire  land  necessary  for  that  purpose,  the  cost  of  con- 
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structiiig-  sucli  facilities  and  acquiring-  such  lands  to  be  non¬ 
reimbursable  and  nonreturnable :  Provided  further,  That 
contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional  electric 
energy  available  from  the  Central  Valle}^  project  power 
system  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  the  plants  herein 
authorized  and  their  integration  with  that  system  shall  be 
made  in  accordance  with  preferences  expressed  in  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  except  that  a  first  i)reference,  to  the  extent 
of  25  per  centum  of  such  additional  energy,  shall  be  given, 
under  reclamation  law,  to  preference  (uistomers  in  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  Counties,  California,  for  use  in  that  county, 
who  are  ready,  able,  and  willing,  within  twelve  months 
after  notice  of  availability  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  energy  and  that  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  County  preference  customers  may  exercise 
their  option  in  the  same  date  in  each  successive  fifth  year 
providing  written  notice  of  their  intention  to  use  the  energy 
is  given  to  the  Secretary  not  less  than  eighteen  months  prior 
to  said  dates:  And  provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  give  consideration  during  the  preconstruction 
planning  for  the  l^ew  IMelones  project  to  the  advisability 
of  including  storage  for  the  regulation  of  streamflow  for  the 
purpose  of  downstream  water  quality  control. 

The  Hidden  Ileservoir,  Fresno  Fiver,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 
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1  mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 

2  Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

3  of  $14,338,000. 

4  The  Buchanan  lleservoir,  Chowchilla  River,  California, 

5  is  hereby  authoiized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 

6  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu- 

7  ment  Numbered  98,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

8  mated  cost  of  $13,585,000. 

9  EUSSIAN  EIVEE  BASIN 

10  The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry  Creek,  California, 

11  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 

12  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu- 

13  ment  Numbered  547,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

14  mated  cost  of  $42,400,000. 

15  EEDWOOD  CEEEK  BASIN 

16  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Redwood  Creek, 

17  Humboldt  County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub- 

18  stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 

19  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  497, 

♦  w 

20  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,580,000. 

21  LOS  ANGELES  EIVEE  BASIN 

22  In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 

23  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the 

24  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los  Angeles 
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liiver  Basin  approved  in  the  Aet  of  August  18,  1941,  as 
amended  and  supi)leinented  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

KOOUE  EIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon  and  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  566,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $106,700,000:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  project 
is  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  accomplish  the  bene¬ 
fits  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  of  the  district 
engineer  and  its  appended  report ;  (b)  water  for  all  purposes 
shall  he  released  in  the  quantities  and  qualities  at  points 
described  in  the  district  engineer’s  report  and  its  appendixes; 
(c)  in  the  years  of  short  water  supply  all  water  users  mil 
share  the  available  water  in  the  same  proportions  that  they 
would  share  the  total  full  supply  when  it  is  aA^ailable  and  that 
no  further  water-use  allocations  will  be  made  from  the  author¬ 
ized  storage  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible  benefits  to 
authorized  uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity  when  storage 
shortages  occur. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Reseiwoir, 
Snake  River,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
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neers  in  Senate  Doeuinent  Nnni))ered  130,  Eiglity-seventli 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Eirie  Dam  and  Eeservoir,  Willow 
Creek,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  ISTumbered  562,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,027,000. 

The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and  Eeservoir,  Black- 
foot  Eiver,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $829,000. 

The  project  for  the  Asotin  Dam  and  Eeservoir,  Snake 
Eiver,  Idaho  and  Washington,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  403,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $99,818,000. 

The  project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Eeservoir, 
Snake  Elver,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  reconunenda- 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  403,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $74,777,000. 
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COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 

The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Dociunent 
Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $45,750,000. 

Sec.  204.  That  section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701s) ,  is  amended  by,  (a) 
striking  out  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  “$25,000,000” 
in  lieu  thereof,  (b)  substituting  for  the  term  “small  flood 
control  projects”  the  term  “small  projects  for  flood  control 
and  related  purposes”,  and  (c)  striking  out  “Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $400,000  shall  he  allotted  for  this  purpose  at 
any  single  locality  from  the  appropriations  for  any  one 
fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $2,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section 
for  a  project  at  any  single  locality  and  the  amount  allotted 
shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  Federal  participation  in  the 
project:  And  provided  further.  That  no  constmction  shall  be 
undertaken  on  any  project  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
with  a  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $1,000,000  unless  such 
project  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives, 
respectively.” 
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Sec.  205.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  granted  to 
Duke  Power  Company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  to  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  dam  across  Savannah  Piver 
between  Anderson  County,  South  Carolina,  and  Elbert 
County,  Georgia,  near  Middleton  Shoals,  and  about  two 
hundred  and  ninety-seven  miles  above  the  mouth  of  said  river, 
for  the  purpose  of  ])roviding  a  pool  for  condenser  water  for 
a  steam-electric  plant.  Construction  on  such  dam  shall  not 
be  commenced  until  the  plans  therefor  have  been  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army,  and  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  when  such 
plans  have  been  approved  l)y  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
bv  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  there  shall  be  no  deviation 
from  such  plans  either  before  or  after  completion  of  said  dam 
unless  the  modification  of  such  plans  has  previously  been 
submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  In  approving  the  plans  for  said 
dam  such  conditions  and  stipulations  may  be  imposed  as  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  deem 
necessary  to  protect  the  present  and  future  interest  of  the 
United  States.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to 
authorize  the  use  of  such  dam  to  develop  water  power  or 
generate  hydroelectric  energy.  The  grantee  and  its  suc¬ 
cessors  shall  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
all  claims  arising  from  damage  which  may  be  sustained  by 
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1  the  darn  herein  authorized,  or  damage  sustained  by  the  ap- 

2  purtenances  of  the  said  dam,  by  reason  of  the  future  con- 

3  striiction  and  operation  by  the  United  States  of  Hartwell 

4  Keservoir  or  any  other  Federal  project  upstream  or  down- 

5  stream  from  the  dam  herein  authorized.  The  authority 

6  granted  by  this  sectioii  shall  cease  and  be  deemed  null  and 

7  void  unless  the  actual  construction  of  the  dam  hereby  author- 

8  ized  is  commenced  within  four  years  and  completed  within 

9  seven  years  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  section.  The 
TO  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  section  is  hereby  ex- 

11  pressl^y  resei*ved. 

12  Sec.  206.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author- 

13  ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  Hood  control  and  allied 

14  purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve- 

15  ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 

16  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

17  neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri- 

18  torial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  local- 

19  ities:  Provided,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports 

20  made  on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supple- 

21  mental  or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless 

22  authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 

23  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made 

24  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review 

25  is  re(]uired  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical 
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or  economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project 
for  the  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned 
in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work  shall 
have  been  adopted  by  law : 

Waccasassa  Kiver  (Levy  County  and  Gilchrist 
County) ,  Tlorida. 

Valenciana  Eiver,  Puerto  liico. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  north  shore,  Louisiana. 

8an  Bernard  River,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tril)utaries,  Texas. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in  northern 
California  draining  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  developing,  where  feasible,  multiple-purpose 
water  resource  projects,  particularly  those  which  would 
he  eligible  under  the  ]n-ovisions  of  title  III  of  Public 
Law  85-500. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  California. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County,  California, 
draining  the  Santa  Ynez  Mountains,  except  Santa  Ynez 
River  and  tributaries. 

Sec.  207.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  1)e  cited  as  the  “Flood 


Control  Act  of  1962”. 
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SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURE  4<ND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  .‘following  bi^ij^ ;  .202ii5 

S.  3756,  ^thout  amendment,  to  amend  Sec,  309  of  the  Food  an<^^griculture  Act 
of  19^  so  as  to  provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the\963  wheat  crop 
sha^  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  acreage  of  wheat  excaeds  the 
simpler  of  15  acres  or  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted  to  wi^at  on  the 
irm  in  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963  (instead  of  195^  i960,  or 
l961)(S.  Rept.  2224). 

R,  12653,  without  amendment,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home\AdminiS' 
tration  Act  of  1961  in  order  to  increase  from  $150  million  to  $200  rarilion 
annually  the  amount  of  loans  which  may  be  insured  under  the  Act  (S,  Rej 
2220) . 

R,  10708,  with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  with 
respect  to  financing  communication  facilities  for  transmission  of  sounds, 
signals,  pictures,  writing,  and  signs,  as  well  as  voice  (S.  Rept,  2221). 
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H.  R.  12855,  without  amendment,  to  amend  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Ad^ 
justment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
acreage  allotment  so  as  to  exclude  cigar-filler  and  cigar-binder  tob^co, 
types  42,43,44,53,54,  and  55  from  the  lease  and  transfer  authority's.  Rep( 
2222). 

R.  946,  without  amendment,  to  extend  to  oyster  planters  the  ben^its  of 
j^the  provisions  of  present  law  which  provide  for  production  dis^ter  loans 
>r  farmers  and  stockmen  (S.  Rept.  2219). 

3!^0,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculjj^ire  to  relin- 
qurra  to  Wyo.  jurisdiction  over  those  lands  within  the  Medifcine  Bow  Nation* 
al  F^est  known  as  the  Pole  Mountain  District  (S.  Rept.  ^23). 


2.  APPROPRIATldt^ ;  BUDGET.  Received  from  the  President  sup^mental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fi^al  year  1963  for  this  Department  (S.  Docy'152)(p.  20245). 
Attached  to  tn^  Digest  is  a  sucamary  of  the  items  per^raining  to  this  Depart¬ 
ment. 


3.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROP^TION  BILL,  1963.  Passed  wt( 
12900.  Conferees  weW  appointed,  pp.  20239-45/ 


amendments  this  bill,  H.R, 


4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  charg/^s  of  the  Republican  National 


Committee  against  the  Foc^  and  Agriculture  /Act  of  1962  as  ’’a  deliberate  and 


reckless  attempt  to  turn  f^mers  against ydonsumers  and  city  dwellers  against 
rural  America,”  and  defendeoSthe  Act  ag^nst  these  charges.  Sen.  Kuchel 
defended  the  charges  and  conceded  that  the  farm  bill  had  merited  defeat, 
pp.  20335-6 

Sen.  Kuchel  Inserted  an  edito^i^  critical  of  the  farm  program  and  relatini 
experiences  of  Sen.  Anderson  in  cp^ucting  farm  operations  under  the  program, 
p.  20336 


5.  WORLD  FOOD  CONGRESS.  The  "Da^y  Digest'^states  that  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  approved  with  amen^ent  S.  36 79^  to  authorize  funds  to  enable  the 
U.  S.  to  extend  an  invlta^on  to  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Organization  of 
the  U.  N.  to  hold  a  Worlji  Food  Congress  in  ^e  U.  S.  in  1963.  p.  D917 


6.  WATERSHEDS,  The  Agrioilture  and  Forestry  Commi^t^ee  approved  the  following 
watershed  project s:^rooked  Bayou,  Ark.;  West  Fo^c  Pond  River,  Ky. ,  and 
Hardin  Creek  and  Mjn.1  Creek,  Tenn.  p.  D916 


( 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  (an 
original  bill)  S.  3773,  the  public  works  authorization  bill  (S.  Rept.  2258), 
p.  20246 


8.  FOREIGN  AUf  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Began  debate  on  this 
(pp.  2^8,  20260-2,  20270-92,  20298-329).  By  a  vote  of  34 
an  amejfidment  by  Sen.  Ellender  to  reduce  by  $200  million  the 
development  loans  and  economic  assistance  (pp.  20314-9). 


.11,  H.  R.  13175 
40,  rejected 
:s  for 


ST^E,  JUSTICE,  AND  COMMERCE,  THE  JUDICIARY,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  AF  ROPRIATIO 
Till,  1963.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  bill, 

H.  R.  12580  (S.  Rept.  2226).  p.  20245 


STATISTICS.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  7791,  to  provide  for  the  collection  and  publication  of  fore 
commerce  and  trade  statistics  (S.  Rept.  2217).  p.  20243 
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29,  TRADE  FAIRS,  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  3389,  to  promote  the 
foreign  commerce  of  the  U.  S.  through  the  use  of  mobile  trade  fairs, 
pp.  20354,  20399-401 

30 •NaGRI CULTURE  COMMITTEE.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Cafemittee 
^^assed  over  vfithout  prejudice  H,  R,  10101,  to  provide  for  a  program  at  agri- 
Itural  land  development  in  Alaska;  S.  3589,  to  acquire  lands  in  Wri^t  Coun¬ 


ty  ,NMinn.,  and  exchange  them  with  the  State  of  Minnesota  for  State- 
in  t^  Superior  National  Forest;  and  S.  3517,  to  establish  and  ca 
program^to  promote  the  flow  of  domestically  produced  lumber  in  (jcmmerce. 
p.  D919 


ned  lands 
y  out  a 


31. 


32. 
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1 35. 


^36. 


TRANS PORTATihiN.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H.  Ry^2968,  to  remove 
the  time  limrtation  within  which  a  vessel,  otherwise  qual^ied  under  this 
exception,  could  redocument  under  United  States  registr^^  pp.  20402-3 

TAXATION.  ReceiveJV  the  conference  report  on  H.  R,  10^0,  the  proposed  Rgvenue 
Act  of  1962  (H,  Re^  2508).  pp.  20413-27 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Receiled  from  the  Secretary  of  ^ate  a  draft  of  a  proposed 
bill  "authorizing  an  ap^opriation  to  enable  tt^  United  States  to  extend  an 
invitation  to  the  Food  anl^Agriculture  Organi^tion  (FAO)  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  to  hold  a  World  Food  ypngress  in  the  ^ited  States  in  1963";  to  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  p.  2044^ 

WILDLIFE,  The  Merchant  Marine  arW  FisheAes  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R,  13176,  to  increase  theSpar^cipation  by  counties  in  revenue  from 
the  national  wildlife  refuge  systei^/ p.  20443 

SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  Select  Commitlfee  ^  Small  Business  issued  a  report  on  the 
financing  problems  of  small  bus^ess  (HlRept.  2500),  p.  20443 

_ ^ _ _ _ _ 

PUBLIC  WOEIKS,  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendmenfeH.  R.  13273, 
the  public  works  authorization  bill  (H.  Rept.  2504).  p.  20443 


37.  FOREIGN  AID.  Various^Lnsertions  favoring  and  opposing  the  reductions  made  by 
the  House  in  fore ig|i  aid  appropriations,  pp.  A7187^^7197,  A7213-4,  A7218, 
A7223-5 


38.  TRANSPORTAION.  ^^ep.  McCormack  commended  and  inserted  an  address  by  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  ^  S.  Freight  Co.,  "Our  Transportaion  Problem^-Time  for  Action." 
pp.  A7191- 

PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Pike  reporti?^^  on  the 
accomp^shments  of  the  87th  Congress,  pp,  A7195-6 

.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Humphrey  inserting  an  article, 
••uv^resentative  John  Moss  Fights  to  Let  Public  Know  What's  Going  0n.'\  pp. 
200-1 


41/ INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Fountain  insert 
a  tabulation  of  the  endorsement  of  State  legislative  recommendations  of  t 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  pp,  A7211-2 
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BILLS  INTRODUCED 


42.  IMPORTS.  S.  3771,  by  Sen.  Carlson,  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  impiSse 

\  a  duty  upon  the  importation  of  bread;  to  Finance  Committee.  / 

43. ^^UBLIC  WORKS.  S.  3773,  by  Sen.  Kerr,  authorizing  the  construction,  r^air, 

\nd  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for^avigation 
frood  control;  placed  on  the  calendar.  / 

44.  WILDLM.  S.  3774,  by  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J. ,  to  provide  for  a  yfcional  black¬ 

bird  c%;itrol  program;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit^iCe.  Remarks  of 
author  20337-9  / 

45.  PERSONNEL.  R.  13280,  by  Rep.  Beckworth,  to  amend  the  /xvil  Service  Act  of 

January  16,  1^3,  with  respect  to  the  filling  of  posit^rons  in  the  competitive 
civil  service ;\to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  ComroLctee. 

46.  FARM  PROGRAM.  H.  ft.  13281,  by  Rep.  Betts,  to  reina^te  the  15-acre  farm 

marketing  quota  exertion  for  1963;  to  Agricultinie  Committee. 

H.  R.  13286,  by  Reo.  Findley,  to  establish  a^orn  support  program  for  1964 
to  Agriculture  Committ^.  / 


47.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  H.  R.  1328^  by  Rep.  DingelJ^  to  amend  the  Export-Import  Bank 
Act  of  1945  to  facilitate  exports  to  are^  with  respect  to  which  the  United 
States  is  incurring  a  trade  oeficit;  to/Banking  and  Currency  Committee. 


BILLS  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT  . 


48.  HOUSING.  H.  R.  12628,  to  authorizsrte  program  of  housing  for  the  elderly  in 

rural  areas,  which  includes  auth^izaiion  of  $50  million  additional  in  loan 
funds  for  Farmers  Home  Adminis^ation\pans  to  the  elderly  for  building  or 
purchasing  homes  in  rural  ar^s,  authorization  for  the  appropriation  of 
$50  million  for  a  new  progr^  of  direct  iS^ns  to  private  nonprofit  corpora¬ 
tions  and  consumer  cooper^ives  to  build  m^erate-cost  rental  housing  for  the 
elderly,  a  new  insurance /program  to  provide \ental  housing  for  the  elderly  in 
rural  areas,  and  an  inc4^ase  in  the  rural  gtatH;  ceiling  from  $500  to  $1,000 
for  home  improvement s^y  owner-occupants  whose  incomes  are  so  low  they  cannot 
qualify  for  loans  twm  any  source.  Approved  Sep^mber  28,  1962  (Public  Law 
87-723).  /  \ 

49.  FEDERAL-STATE  CO^ERATION.  S.  3475,  to  provide  furtheK  for  cooperation  with 

States  in  adm^istration  and  enforcement  of  certain  FeoHral  laws  relating  to 
the  marketit^  of  agricultural  products  and  to  the  eradic^ion  or  control  of 
plant  and  ^imal  diseases  and  pests.  Approved  September  zSl  1962  (Public 
Law  87-7yO.  \ 

50.  PETRIFIjZD  WOOD.  H.  R.  10540,  to  exclude  depsoits  of  petrified  wtt^d  from 

appropriation  under  the  United  States  mining  laws.  Approved  Sepb^mber  28, 
19^  (Public  Law  87-713).  \ 

51.  WILDLIFE;  RECREATION.  H.  R.  1171,  to  Increase  the  public  benefits  froVa  the 
/ national  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  areas  through  their  incidentalNor 

/  secondary  use  for  public  recreation.  Approved  September  28,  1962  (PubllV 
/  Law  87-714).  X 

52.  STOCKPILING.  H.  R.  12416,  to  waive  the  statutory  requirement  for  a  6-month  ^ 

waiting  period  before  GSA  is  authorized  to  dispose  of  4,000  long  tons  of 
chestnut  tannin  extract  from  the  national  stockpile.  Approved  September  28, 
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87tii  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

%d  Session  f 

(  No.  2258 

RIVER  AND  HARBOR,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL,  AND 
FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


October  1,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Kerr  (for  Mr.  Chavez),  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

TOGETHER  WITH  MINORITY  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  3773] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  reporting  an  original  bill  (S.  3773) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with¬ 
out  amendment,  and  recommend  that  the  biU  do  pass. 

Purpose  of  the  Bill 

The  purpose  of  the  biU  is  to  authorize  construction  of  certain  navi¬ 
gation,  beach  erosion  control,  flood  control,  multiple-purpose,  and 
related  projects,  on  which  favorable  recommendations  have  been  made 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  to  authorize  an  increase  in  the  monetary 
authorization  for  comprehensive  river  basin  plans  previously  approved 
by  Congress;  authorize  surveys  of  problems  on  streams  in  other  lo¬ 
calities,  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers;  provide  for  reim¬ 
bursement  to  local  interests  for  work  done  on  authorized  beach  erosion 
control  projects,  amends  the  existing  law  relative  to  beach  erosion 
control  projects;  amends  various  other  provisions  of  existing  law  re¬ 
lating  to  resource  development;  all  works  authorized  herein  to  be 
prosecuted  in  accordance  with  existing  law^  and  stipulations  contained 
in  the  appropriate  project  documents. 

Hearings 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  held  hearings  for  13  days  on 
projects  and  reports  that  had  been  transmitted  to  the  Congress,  on 
proposed  legislation  that  had  been  referred  to  it,  and  on  proposals  for 
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development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Nation.  Testimony  was 
received  from  representatives  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  from  Senators 
and  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  from  Federal  and 
State  officials,  representatives  of  local  organization,  and  from  citizens 
interested  in  specific  projects  and  proposals.  Careful  consideration 
was  given  to  the  data  presented  at  the  hearings,  the  economics  of  the 
various  projects,  and  the  testimony  of  the  various  witnesses. 

General  Statement 

This  bill  is  a  comprehensive  measure  to  carry  forward  the  important 
programs  for  development  and  improvement  of  the  rivers  and  harbors 
of  our  Nation,  for  the  protection  of  lives  and  property  of  our  citizens 
against  the  ravages  of  floodwaters,  for  protection  of  our  beaches 
against  erosion,  for  development  of  hydroelectric  power,  where 
feasible,  and  for  general  development  for  all  uses  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Nation,  which  will  contribute  so  much  to  the  welfare 
and  enjoyment  of  our  citizens  and  to  the  enhancement  of  the  national 
economy. 

The  matter  of  water  resource  development  and  conservation  of 
water  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  increased  population  of  our  Nation,  is 
a  problem  of  exceedingly  great  importance.  This  is  not  a  new 
subject,  and  Congress  has  given  consideration  to  the  matter  over  a 
period  of  many  years,  as  specific  problems  arose,  disastrous  floods 
occurred,  and  economic  conditions  changed. 

The  development  of  our  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  has  been 
the  responsibility  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  since  1824.  During  this 
period  our  major  harbors,  inland  waterways,  and  coastal  streams  have 
been  developed  to  meet  the  needs  of  commerce,  existing  or  prospective. 

In  1925,  Congress  directed  the  Secretary  of  War,  through  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  jointly  to  prepare 
and  submit  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  making  examinations  and  surveys 
of  those  navigable  streams  and  their  tributaries  where  hydroelectric 
power  development  appeared  feasible  and  practicable,  with  a  view  to 
forimdation  of  general  plans  for  improvement  of  navigation  and  the 
prosecution  of  such  improvement  in  combination  with  efficient  devel¬ 
opment  of  potential  waterpower,  control  of  floods,  and  the  needs  ot 
irrigation.  The  cost  estimates  of  the  surve3"s  were  published  in  House 
Document  No.  308,  69th  Congi-ess. 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1927  authorized  prosecution  of  these 
extensive  surveys  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  alone.  And  in  1935, 
Congress  directed  that  such  surveys  be  supplemented  by  such  addi¬ 
tional  study  or  investigation  as  the  Chief  of  Engineer  found  necessarv 
to  take  into  account  important  changes  in  economic  factors  as  the.v 
occur,  and  additional  streamflow  records,  or  other  factual  data 
became  available.  By  June  30,  1949,  these  authorizations  had  re¬ 
sulted  in  surveys  of  191  streams. 

Following  major  floods  in  1935  and  1936,  Congress  in  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1936,  authorized  numerous  flood-control  projects 
throughout  the  Nation,  based  largeh"  on  projects  outlined  in  the  308 
reports.  In  the  declaration  of  policy  in  the  1936  act,  it  was  recognized 
that  destructive  floods  on  the  rivers  of  the  United  States  constituted 
a  menace  to  national  welfare,  and  that  flood  control  on  navigable 
waters  or  their  tributaries  is  a  proper  activity  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  if  the  benefits  to  whomsoever  thej^  ma\^  accrue  are  in  excess  of 
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the  estimated  costs,  and  if  the  lives  and  social  security  of  people  are 
otherwise  adversely  affected. 

In  the  1936  statute,  Congress  declared  that  Federal  investigations 
and  iinprovements  of  rivers  and  other  waterways  for  flood  control 
and  allied  purposes  shall  he  under  the  jurisdiction  of  and  prosecuted 
by  the  Department  of  the  7\rmy  under  the  direction  of  its  Secretary 
and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  jurisdiction  given 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  respect  to  investigations  of 
watersheds  and  measures  for  runoff  and  waterflow  retardation  and 
soil-erosion  prevention,  except  as  to  reclamation  projects  under  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

All  examinations  and  surveys  authorized  by  Congress  must  include 
a  comprehensive  study  of  the  watersheds,  and  each  report  thereon 
must  include  data  relating  to  the  extent  and  character  of  the  area  to 
be  affected  by  the  project,  the  probable  effect  upon  any  navigable 
water,  the  possible  economical  development  and  utilization  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power,  and  other  properly  related  uses.  In  the  preparation 
of  studies  on  flood  control  reservoir  projects  as  in  the  case  of  like  navi¬ 
gation  improvements,  reports  must  include  specified  information 
concerning  possible  damage  to  wildlife  resoimces,  and  the  possible  use 
of  dams  as  supports  for  highway  bridges. 

In  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1938,  and  subsequent  omnibus  acts. 
Congress  has  approved  many  comprehensive  multiple-purpose  plans 
for  river  basins.  In  most  cases  the  complete  plans  were  approved, 
and  specific  units  authorized,  or  a  certain  monetary  amount  authorized 
for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  authorized  plan. 
When  the  monetary  authorizations  are  depleted,  additional  amounts 
are  authorized  to  carry  the  program  forward  on  an  efficient  and 
economical  rate  of  progress. 

The  Congress  has  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  receive 
fimds  from  States  to  be  expended  with  Federal  funds  for  authorized 
flood  control  work.  This  earlier  authorization  provided  generally 
that  plans  for  any  reservoir  project  may  be  modified  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  storage  capacity  for  domestic  water  supply  or  other  conserva¬ 
tion  storage,  if  the  cost  of  such  increased  capacity  is  contributed  by 
local  agencies  and  they  agree  to  utilize  the  same  in  a  manner  con¬ 
sistent  with  Federal  uses  and  purposes.  The  Water  Supply  Act  of 
1958  broadened  the  provisions  for  development  of  water  supplies  for 
domestic,  municipal,  and  industrial  purposes,  in  connection  with  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  Federal  navigation,  flood  control,  irriga¬ 
tion,  or  multiple-purpose  projects.  The  act  provided  that  storage 
could  be  included  in  any  reservoir  surveyed,  planned,  or  constructed 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Bm’eau  of  Reclamation  for  present 
or  anticipated  future  demand  or  need  for  immicipal  or  industrial 
water,  and  to  take  into  account  the  reasonable  value  of  such  water  in 
estimating  the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project.  Provisions  were 
also  included  for  repayment  of  the  cost  of  the  storage  for  water  supply 
purposes. 

From  time  to  time  the  various  flood  control  and  river  and  harbor 
acts  have  been  amended  to  broaden  their  scope  and  provide  needed 
related  work  and  improvements.  These  amendments  include  amend¬ 
ing  the  definition  of  flood  control  to  include  channel  and  major  drain¬ 
age  improvements;  construction  of  certain  small  flood  control  and 
navigation  projects  without  specific  congressional  authorization;  con¬ 
struction  of  improvements  for  recreation;  leasing  of  reservoir  lands; 
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permit  rescue  work  during  flood  periods  and  repair  or  maintenance 
of  existing  flood  control  works  during  and  following  floods;  construc¬ 
tion  of  emergency  bank  protection  of  bridges;  construction  of  small 
snagging  and  clearing  projects  for  flood  control;  evacuation  of  flooded 
areas  if  more  economical  than  providing  flood  protection  for  such 
areas;  construction  of  fishways  at  dams;  construction  of  school  facili¬ 
ties  at  isolated  reservoir  projects;  construction  of  bridges  over  dams; 
provision  of  power  penstocks  in  dams  where  future  development  of 
hydroelectric  power  appears  feasible;  beach  erosion  control;  and  cer¬ 
tain  modification  of  authorized  projects  if  deemed  advisable  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers. 

The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961 
authorized  the  inclusion  of  storage  in  Federal  reservoirs  for  regulation 
of  streamflow  for  the  purpose  of  water  equality  control,  based  on  the 
determination  of  the  need  for  such  storage  to  alleviate  stream  pollu¬ 
tion.  The  value  of  such  storage  is  to  be  taken  into  account  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  economic  value  of  the  entire  project  of  which  it  is  a  part, 
with  proper  costs  allocations  made,  the  beneficiaries  determined,  and 
equitable  costs  reimbursed. 

The  Select  Committee  on  National  Water  Resources,  established 
by  the  Congress  in  1959,  conducted  studies  of  the  water  resources 
activities  in  the  United  States,  both  governmental  and  nongovern¬ 
mental,  that  can  be  expected  to  be  required  to  provide  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  water  for  use  by  the  population,  agriculture,  and 
industry  between  the  present  time  and  1980,  along  with  allied  uses, 
value,  and  benefits.  The  studies  and  recommendations  of  the  select 
committee  are  available  to  the  Senate  in  considering  futirre  water 
resources  policies.  The  committee  made  90  studies  and  held  extensive 
hearings  in  all  parts  of  the  Nation.  In  its  report  the  committee 
included  its  conclusions  of  the  effort  needed  for  meeting  prospective 
demands  on  a  long-range  basis  to  permit  continual  national  or  regional 
economic  growth,  and  recommended  the  necessary  steps  in  planning 
comprehensive  water  resource  development  and  management,  scien¬ 
tific  research,  and  cooperation  with  the  States  to  encourage  efficiency 
in  water  resource  development  and  use.  The  long-range  projections 
of  the  water  supply  and  other  needs  indicate  that  even  larger  programs 
will  be  necessary  if  our  water  resource  development  needs  are  to  be 
met  on  a  schedule  which  will  foster  rather  than  deter  our  economic 
growth. 

This  bill  is  a  combined  omnibus  river  and  harbor,  beach  erosion 
control,  and  flood  control  measure,  consisting  of  two  titles;  title  I 
including  authorizations  for  river  and  harbor  and  beach  erosion  control 
projects,  and  general  legislation  applicable  thereto;  and  title  II  includ¬ 
ing  authorizations  for  flood  control  projects,  increased  monetary 
authorization  for  previously  approved  comprehensive  basin  plans, 
and  general  legislation  relative  to  flood  control  measures. 

The  last  general  authorization  bill  was  the  act  approved  July  14, 
1960.  It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Congress  to  consider  authorization 
bills  of  this  nature  at  intervals  of  from  2  to  4  years.  Since  the  last 
authorization  bill,  about  200  favorable  survey  investigations  on  pro¬ 
posed  projects  have  been  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  In  addition,  a  number  of  major  river  basin  authorizations 
have  been  reduced  by  appropriations  to  a  point  where  additional 
monetary  authorization  is  urgently  needed  to  continue  construction  of 
specific  projects  in  the  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control,  naviga- 
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tion,  and  other  purposes,  as  originally  approved  by  the  Congress. 
There  are  also  several  matters  concerning  general  legislation  and 
modification  of  previous  project  authorizations  which  should  be 
considered  at  this  time. 

The  survey  program  forms  the  basis  for  the  entire  civil  works  pro¬ 
gram,  and  should  be  kept  current  and  abreast  of  the  present  needs  of 
various  localities  of  our  country.  Many  of  the  reports  submitted  to 
Congress  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  are  in  compliance  with  resolutions 
of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  reciuesting  reviews  of  previous 
reports  submitted.  The  bill  includes  authorization  for  additional 
surveys  of  flood  control  and  navigation  projects,  and  places  authority 
for  conducting  surveys  and  examination  of  beach  erosion  control 
projects  on  the  same  basis  as  those  on  navigation  and  flood  control 
projects. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  problems  involved  in  the  studies  that 
have  been  completed  and  transmitted  to  Congress  are  important, 
urgent,  and  deserve  early  consideration,  and  that  further  delay  would 
have  unfortunate  results  in  retardation  of  projects  now  under  con¬ 
struction  and  others  needed  for  prosecution  of  the  program  for  full 
development  of  our  national  water  resources.  Provision  of  the  nec¬ 
essary  authorizations  will  permit  these  many  important  projects  to 
proceed  along  with  the  large  backlog  of  presently  authorized  projects, 
and  continue  the  unified  water  resource  development  now  in  progress 
and  round  out  programs  where  changing  conditions  have  shown  the 
necessity  for  extensions  or  modifications.  These  programs  contem¬ 
plate  full  coordination  with  other  related  programs  to  produce  the 
ultimate  goal  of  optimum  economic  utilization  and  development  of 
our  water  resources.  In  addition  to  economic  stimulation,  these  pro¬ 
grams  can  be  placed  under  construction  at  rates  of  speed  and  sequence 
of  locations  as  may  be  most  suitable  to  variations  of  unemplo;\anent, 
whenever  economic  emergencies  arise  without  advance  warning,  thus 
proving  to  be  very  beneficial  for  redevelopment  of  distressed  areas. 

The  passage  of  time  provides  evidence  of  the  value  of  wise  control, 
development,  and  utilization  of  our  Nation’s  water  resources,  and  of 
the  need  for  careful  planning  to  achieve  this  purpose.  As  additional 
projects  are  completed  and  placed  in  operation,  larger  benefits  accrue 
therefrom.  The  planning  involved  in  selection  of  projects  and  pro¬ 
grams  is  of  tremendous  magnitude,  and  must  be  carefully  coordinated 
with  efforts  by  local.  State,  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  reap  the 
full  effects  on  our  national  economy  and  welfare. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  all  the  requirements  of  our  water 
resource  development  program  are  increasing  at  an  extremely  rapid 
rate,  and  the  growth  of  our  national  economy  and  population  will 
continue  to  need  and  use  all  the  sound  navigation,  flood  control, 
multiple  purpose,  water  supply,  recreation,  and  other  developments 
that  it  will  be  possible  to  provide  in  the  foreseeable  future.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  large  benefits  from  the  civil  works  program  measured  in 
monetary  terms,  other  values  not  taken  into  account,  such  as  indus¬ 
trial  development  along  navigable  waterways,  change  in  land  uses, 
stabilization  of  industry,  relief  of  unemployment,  saving  of  life,  im¬ 
proved  health  conditions,  and  the  economic  and  social  security  of 
hundreds  of  urban  communities  and  farming  areas,  are  probably  just 
as  valuable  to  the  American  people. 

In  summation,  the  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  the  role  of  water 
and  land  resource  development  in  serving  local  and  national  goals  in 
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the  areas  of  economy,  health,  security,  and  the  well-being  of  the  general 
public.  It  feels  the  responsibilities  of  the  Congress  for  the  full  and 
efficient  development,  utilization,  and  conservation  of  the  Nation’s 
water  and  related  land  resources  as  a  means  of  advancing  the  national 
economy  and  promoting  the  welfare  of  our  people.  It  is  realized  that 
we  now  have  a  large  backlog  of  presently  authorized  projects.  The 
projects  recommended  for  authorization  in  this  bill  will  supplement 
those  projects  and  effectively  serve  national  objectives  of  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  capabilities  and  potentials  of  the  water  resom-ces  of  our 
country. 

The  estimated  cost  of  projects  recommended  in  this  bill  are  those 
prevailing  when  the  project  documents  were  completed.  It  is  felt 
that  all  the  recommended  projects  have  been  given  adequate  study 
and  review  within  the  executive  branch  and  by  the  affected  States  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable  laws  and  executive  requirements,  and 
have  been  transmitted  to  the  Congress.  The  committee  feels  that 
these  projects  will  constitute  a  prudent  investment  of  Federal  funds 
in  permanent  improvements  believed  to  be  sound  from  an  engineering 
standpoint,  and  economically  feasible  as  to  the  benefits  that  will 
accrue  therefrom.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  in  certain  multiple-purpose  features  of  many  of  the  projects 
included  in  the  bill  will  be  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

The  total  amount  of  monetary  authorization  in  this  bUl,  broken 
down  into  the  major  categories,  is  indicated  in  the  following  tabulation : 


Monetary  summary  of  hill  {cost  of  new  work) 


Title  I. — Rivers  and  Harbors: 

Sec.  101: 

Navigation  projects  (13) -  $376,  498,  800 

Beach-erosion  control  projects  (11) _  4,  875,  000 

Monetary  authorization  (1) _  l’  QOO,'  000 

Sec.  105:  Illinois  and  Mississippi  Canal  (1) _  ’  800^  000 

Sec.  107:  Lock  and  dam  No.  3,  Big  Sandy  River,  Ky.  (1)..  20o’  000 


Total,  title  I  (86) _ 

Title  II.— Flood  Control: 

Sec.  203: 

New  projects  or  project  modifications  (106) _ 

Increased  basin  authorizations  (10) _ 

Sec.  204:  Snettisham  project,  Alaska  (1) _ 

Sec.  205:  Waurika  project,  Oklahoma  (i) _ 

Sec.  211;  Missouri  River  Basin,  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  (1) _ 


383,  373,  800 


2,  199,  492,  500 
804,  000,  000 
41,  634,  000 
25,  019,  500 

100,  000,  000 


Total,  title  II  (119) _ 

Grand  total  of  bill  (205) 


3,  170,  146,  000 
3,  553,  519,  800 


TITLE  I— KIVEKS  AND  HARBOKS 


The  Federal  responsibility  for  sound  and  progressive  development 
of  the  Nation’s  rivers  and  harbors  in  the  interest  of  foreign  and  domes¬ 
tic  commerce  is  now  in  its  138th  year.  During  the  entire  period  of 
this  all-important  Federal  undertaking,  the  work  involved  in  this 
program  has  been  efficiently  and  competently  supervised  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  U.S.  Army.  Since  the  early  days  of  our  country  low- 
cost  water  transportation  has  been  an  important  factor  in  our  economic 
development.  Most  of  our  large  cities  and  industries  located  on  the 
coasts  and  on  streams  where  water  and  water  transportation  were 
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available.  Such  transportation  is  still  needed  today  with  our  more 
more  complex  and  competitive  economy.  The  importance  of  a  sound 
transportation  system  to  our  economy,  security,  and  general  welfare 
cannot  be  overemphasized  and  in  achieving  the  balance  of  facilities 
necessary  for  maximum  effectiveness,  each  mode  of  transportation 
must  play  the  role  for  which  it  is  best  suited. 

Our  rivers  and  harbors  program  has  produced  the  best  system  of 
inland  waterways  and  coastal  harbors  to  be  found  anywhere  in  the 
world.  The  program  includes  about  2,450  active  navigation  projects 
with  an  estimated  cost  of  about  $5.5  billion.  The  federally  improved 
waterways  now  in  commercial  use  total  almost  20,000  miles,  of  which 
about  50  percent  provide  depths  in  excess  of  9  feet  for  modern  barge 
transportation.  Over  500  harbors  on  the  coasts  have  been  improved. 
During  calendar  year  1960,  waterborne  commerce  of  the  United  States 
was  1.1  billion  tons. 

The  importance  of  the  system  of  uiland  waterways  is  indicated  by 
the  vast  annual  increase  in  the  tonnage  and  in  the  variety  of  commodi¬ 
ties  that  move  over  these  waterways.  For  each  ton  of  freight  that 
uses  the  improved  inland  waterw’ays  there  is  returned  to  the  Nation 
as  a  general  benefit,  a  saving  in  transportation  costs.  While  these 
savings  may  be  considered  as  a  prime  factor  in  the  use  of  the  system 
of  inland  waterways,  another  factor  just  as  important  is  that  the 
improved  waterways  have  to  a  large  extent  been  responsible  for  the 
growth  and  the  development  of  the  ulterior  sections  of  the  country. 
Low-cost  water  transportation  has  enabled  the  movement  of  products 
from  the  mines,  forests,  and  the  farms  to  a  widespread  consuming 
area.  It  has  also  enabled  the  distribution,  at  low  cost,  of  semifinished 
and  finished  products  from  industrial  communities  that  have  been 
established  on  these  waterways  to  the  consumer  spread  over  almost 
the  entire  Nation. 

The  importance  of  our  improved  ports  cannot  be  overemphasized, 
both  in  times  of  peace  and  in  times  of  national  emergencies.  The  large 
ports  serve  their  purposes  in  national  and  international  commerce. 
The  smaller  ports  from  which  the  benefits  are  more  of  a  domestic 
nature  play  a  very  vital  part  in  the  economic  life  of  the  country. 
These  ports  have  frequently  been  constructed  in  the  interests  of  the 
fishing  industry  whicli  serves  to  supply  the  Nation  with  low-cost 
seafood  products,  and  to  serve  as  harbors  of  refuge  and  ports  for 
recreational  craft. 

The  coastal  harbors  of  the  United  States  have  been  unproved  under 
this  program  to  meet  the  demands  of  modern  deep-draft,  oceangoing 
commerce.  Channel  depths  of  35  feet  prevail  in  harbors  on  the 
Atlantic  seaboard  and  gulf  coast  and  range  up  to  45  feet  in  depth  as  in 
New  Lbrk  Harbor.  On  the  west  coast,  harbors  and  channels  from  30 
to  40  feet  are  generally  available.  Many  of  our  existing  harbors  are 
now  requiring  greater  navigation  depths  to  meet  the  demands  of 
deeper  draft  ore  vessels,  oil  tankers,  and  general  cargo  vessels.  These 
vessels  with  deeper  draft,  greater  lengths  and  beams,  have  accelerated 
the  need  for  progressive  modification  of  the  navigation  program. 

The  committee  has  authorized  studies  of  the  harbors  of  the  Great 
Lakes  and  connecting  channels  to  determine  the  need  for  further  im¬ 
provement  of  the  harbors  in  the  interest  of  present  and  prospective 
deep-draft  commerce,  with  special  emphasis  on  accommodating  the 
anticipated  traffic  from  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  That  seaway 
which  provides  a  controlling  depth  of  27  feet  between  Montreal, 
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Canada,  and  Lake  Erie,  was  opened  to  traffic  early  in  1959.  Deepen¬ 
ing  of  the  connecting  channels  in  the  Great  Lakes  to  a  controlling  depth 
of  27  feet  was  authorized  in  1956,  and  is  nearing  completion.  In 
authorizing  the  improvement  of  the  connecting  channels,  it  was  recog¬ 
nized  that  the  potential  benefits  from  deepening  these  channels  would 
not  be  realized  unless  the  harbors  were  deepened  to  accommodate 
the  commerce  that  developed. 

Consideration  has  been  given  to  improvement  of  58  harbors  on  the 
Great  Lakes.  To  expedite  early  work  on  these  harbors,  interim 
reports  were  submitted  on  a  large  number  of  these  harbors.  The 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960,  included  authorization  for  17  of  these 
projects.  This  bill  recommends  authorization  for  improvement  of  16 
additional  harbors.  These  recommended  improvements  are  for  in¬ 
creased  depths,  channel  widths,  and  maneuver  areas  in  the  harbors 
to  accommodate  the  larger  type  vessels  now  in  use  and  that  will  be 
constructed  in  the  future  and  moved  by  way  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway  and  connecting  channels.  The  recommended  improvements 
are  urgently  needed  and  are  economically  justified.  The  benefits  are 
generally  based  on  interlake  movements  of  iron  ore,  stone,  grain,  and 
coal,  and  reduction  of  damage  to  vessels  and  docks.  The  total  tonnage 
benefited  by  the  proposed  harbor  improvements  will  exceed  100  million 
tons  annually,  excluding  seaway  traffic  and  commerce  carried  in 
smaller  vessels  which  would  not  benefit  by  the  improvements. 

There  is  an  imperative  and  increasing  need  for  improvement  of 
shallow-draft  channels  and  harbors  for  the  growing  fishing  fleets, 
smaller  tankers  and  dry-cargo  vessels,  and  the  rapidly  expanding  rec¬ 
reational  fleets.  These  vessels  have  increased  at  an  alarming  rate, 
and  play  a  vital  role  in  the  economic  life  of  large  areas  of  our  country, 
many  of  which  are  almost  entirely  dependent  on  water  transportation. 
Boating  and  sport  fishing  now  provides  recreational  opportunities  for 
a  large  number  of  people  in  areas  far  removed  from  our  congested 
cities  and  highways.  Boatbuilding  and  furnishing  supplies  and  serv¬ 
ices  required  for  recreational  craft  alias  become  a  major  industry  in 
many  areas.  Harbors  provided  for  these  boats  are  urgently  needed 
to  serve  as  harbors  of  refuge  for  the  safety  of  small  craft  of  all  types 
and  uses. 

In  the  Fletcher  Act,  Public  Law  16,  72d  Confess,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  10,  1932,  the  Congress  amended  the  definition  of  commerce  of  the 
United  States  to  include  “seasonal  passenger  craft,  yachts,  houseboats, 
fishing  boats,  motorboats,  and  other  similar  craft,  whether  or  not 
operated  for  hire.”  Lhider  this  definition,  the  committee  feels  that 
the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government  in  providing  facilities 
for  navigation  and  waterborne  commerce  extends  to  recreational  boat¬ 
ing  and  fishing  craft.  As  these  benefits  are  considered  to  be  of  a  local 
nature,  the  policy  has  been  adopted  and  projects  have  been  author¬ 
ized  on  the  basis  of  Federal  participation  to  the  extent  of  50  percent 
of  general  navigation  facilities  of  that  portion  of  the  project  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  recreation  and  the  benefits  derived  therefrom,  ^vith  the  re¬ 
maining  50  percent  of  such  project  costs  assigned  to  local  interests. 
This  cost  allocation  is  believed  equitable  under  section  2  of  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  approved  June  5,  1920,  which  provides  for  allocation 
of  costs  to  local  interests  on  the  basis  of  local  benefits. 
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The  committee  believes  that  a  backlog  of  economically  sound 
projects  should  be  authorized  to  be  available  for  selection  and  appro¬ 
priation.  It  has  carefully  analyzed  the  reports  and  the  testimony 
presented,  and  found  that  a  number  of  harbors  and  channels  are 
inadequate  to  accommodate  new  tankers  and  cargo  vessels  now  in  use. 
Many  of  these  navigation  facilities  were  constructed  years  ago  to 
serve  the  now  obsolete  and  rapidly  vanishing  vessels  with  shallow 
drafts  and  slow  speeds.  Vessels  with  deeper  drafts  and  greater  speeds 
now  predominate  in  the  trade  using  our  channels  and  harbors.  The 
efficiency  and  life  of  our  merchant  marine  depends  on  its  economical 
operation  which  requires  harbors  and  channels  that  will  permit  load¬ 
ing  to  full  draft;  full  speeds  with  safety  and  convenience;  and  rapid 
handling  of  cargo  and  quick  turnaround.  The  savings  resulting  from 
this  economical  operation  will  be  reflected  in  lower  transportation 
charges  which  are  a  part  of  the  delivered  cost  of  cargoes. 

Damages  to  coastal  proiierties  by  waves  and  erosive  currents  is  a 
problem  of  increasing  concern  along  our  coasts.  Growing  public  de¬ 
mands  for  opportunities  for  healthful  outdoor  recreation,  and  the 
serious  storm  damage  so  recently  experienced  along  our  Atlantic 
beaches  have  focused  attention  on  this  portion  of  our  water  resource 
development  program  and  the  need  for  continuing  progress  in  the 
solution  of  beach  erosion  problems.  The  committee  feels  that  certain 
amendments  to  existing  law  are  needed  to  facilitate  the  prosecution 
of  this  program,  and  place  it  more  nearly  on  the  same  basis  as  other 
water  resource  development  programs. 

The  program  for  prevention  of  beach  erosion  and  shore  protection 
is  relatively  new  in  comparison  with  the  navigation  program.  Federal 
interest  in  this  program  dates  back  to  1930  when  the  Beach  Erosion 
Board  was  established  and  authorized  to  make  studies  of  this  nature 
in  cooperation  with  the  States  and  other  governmental  bodies.  Half 
of  the  cost  of  these  studies  is  contributed  by  the  sponsoring  agencj'' 
and  half  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  scope  of  the  studies  as 
originally  authorized  was  expanded  by  legislation  after  1930,  and  in 
1946  the  Congress  declared  it  to  be  the  Federal  policy  to  assist  in  the 
cost  of  works  to  protect  publicly  owned  property,  such  participation 
not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the  construction  cost  with  maintenance 
to  be  accomplished  fully  by  local  interests.  In  1956,  this  policy  was 
extended  to  shores  other  than  public,  and  to  periodic  nourishment  if 
the  benefit  arises  from  public  use  or  from  the  protection  of  nearby 
public  property. 

Under  the  beach  erosion  control  program,  81  projects  have  been 
authorized  by  Congress,  of  which  37  projects  have  had  appropriations 
for  partial  reunbursement  of  construction  by  local  interests.  The 
total  estimated  Federal  cost  of  these  authorized  projects  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $38.3  million.  Of  this  amount,  about  $7.5  million  has  been 
appropriated  to  date,  leaving  a  balance  of  $30.8  million  to  complete. 
This  bill  includes  11  beach  erosion  control  projects  having  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  cost  of  $4,875,000.  In  general,  these  provide  for 
partial  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  beach  restoration,  widening, 
periodic  nourishment,  and  protection  to  be  undertaken  by  local 
interests. 

Following  is  an  analysis  of  title  I  by  section : 


10  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Section  101 

This  section  contains  the  actual  project  authorizations  or  modifica¬ 
tions  of  existing  authorizations  which  are  shown  in  the  following 
tabulation,  together  with  their  identifying  document  numbers  and 
estimated  costs.  The  preamble  in  this  section  is  the  same  as  that 
which  has  been  carried  in  previous  river  and  harbor  acts  and  concerns 
procedures  for  submitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  Federal 
agencies  prior  to  submission  to  Congress. 

Following  the  tabulation  is  a  description  of  the  individual  projects: 

Navigation  projects 


Project 


Document  No.> 


Navi  cation: 

Narracuacus  River,  Maine _ 

Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine _ 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine _ 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine _ _ _ 

Kennebun'i  River,  Maine _ 

Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Pisoataqua  River,  Maine . . 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  River,  Mass _ 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  R.I _ _ 

Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  River  Waterway,  N.Y _ 

Little  Neck  Bay,  N.Y _ _ _ 

Flushine  Bay  and  Creek,  N.Y _ 

Buttermilk  Channel,  N.Y _ 

Raritan  River,  N.J _ 1 

Lynuhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Virginia _ 

James  River,  Va _ 

Rollinson  Channel  and  channel' from  natteras'iniS’to'Hat- 
teras,  N.C. 

Wilmington  Harbor,  N.C _ 

Savannah  Harbor,  Ga _ 1.1111111” 

Canaveral  Harbor,  Fla _ IIIIII'I'T' 

Key  West  Harbor,  Fla _  ' 

Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels,  Flalllll” 

Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _ 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Fla _ 

Pa-sc^oula  Harbor,  Miss _  "I 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  MexicV,'La 
Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  barge 
channel  through  Devils  Swamp,  La. 

Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand  CalUou,  DuLarge, 
and  connecting  chaimels.  La. 

Gulf  Intracoastil  Waterway,  La.,  and  Tex _ 

Cacasieu  River  salt  water  barrier,  Louisiana 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Mo _ II. I. Ill 

Sandy  Slough,  T.incoln  County,  Mo _ IIII 

Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Tex.  _ 1^' 

Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir,  Tex _ 

Gulf  Intraooastal  Waterway,  ehannel  to  Palacios,  Te.x.IIIII 
Gulf  Intraooastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,!  Tex 

Illinois  Waterway,  Ill.  and  lud _ 

Kaskaskia  River,  Ill _ I.IIIIII  I'  l  ' 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  an^MinneapoliV' 
Minn.  ’ 

Ontonagon  Harbor,  Mich... . . 

Muskegon  Harbor,  Mich _  _ 

Leland  Harbor,  Mich _ I-IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 

Mttle  Bay  De  Noe,  GladstoneHarbor,  and  Kiiping,  Mich 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wis.. . . ^ _ 

Kenosha  Harbor,  Wis _ 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wis _ I. 

Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wis _ II  I  . 

Chicago  Harbor,  Ill _  ' 

Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  iTl.  and'ind.’I.IIII 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Caseville  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Saginaw  River,  Mich _ II" . . 

Rouge  River,  Mich _ 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio .  . 


H.  530,  87th  Cong 
S.  118,  87th  Cong. 
H.  500,  87th  Cong 
H.  216,  87th  Cong 
H.  459,  87th  Cong. 
H.  482,  87th  Cong. 
H.  341,  87th  Cong. 
H.  516,  87th  Cong. 
H.  350,  87th  Cong. 
S.  126,  87th  Cong.. 
S.  124,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  236,  87th  Cong. 


H.  510,  87th  Cong 
H.  551,  87th  Cong 
H.  483,  87th  Cong. 
H.  455,  87th  Cong. 
H.  580,  87th  Cong 
H.  586,  87th  Cong. 
H.  457,  87th  Cong. 

S.  114,  87th  Cong.. 
S.  115,  87th  Cong.. 
S.  140,  87th  Cong.. 
S.  106,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  529,  87th  Cong. 
S.  109,  S7th  Cong.. 
H.  528,  87th  Cong. 
H.  560,  87th  Cong. 
S.  36,  87th  Cong... 


H.  583,  87th  Cong. 

H.  556,  87th  Cong. 
H.  582,  87th  Cong. 
H.  552,  87th  Cong. 
II.  419,  87th  Cong. 
H.  553,  87th  Cong. 
H.  215,  87th  Cong. 
H.  504,  87th  Cong. 
H.  2S8,  87th  Cong. 
H.  31,  86th  Cong.. 
8.  44,  87th  Cong... 
H.  513,  87th  Cong. 

H.287,  87th  Cong. 
H.  474  ,  87th  Cong. 
H.  413,  87th  Cong. 
H.  480,  87th  Cong. 
H.  470,  87th  Cong. 
H.  496,  87th  Cong. 
H.  479,  87th  Cong. 
H.  134,  87th  Cong. 
H.  584,  87th  Cong. 
H.  581,  87th  Cong. 
H.  481,  87th  Cong. 
H.  64,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  544,  87th  Cong. 
H.  509,  87th  Cong. 
H.  105,  87th  Cong. 
H.  527,  87th  Cong. 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  11. 


Federal  cost 
of  new  work 


$500,000 
205,000 
700,000 
8, 340, 000 
270, 000 
7,  500, 000 
1, 100, 000 
1, 752, 000 
2,  843, 000 
7, 050, 000 
1, 200,000 
210,000 
1,000,000 
2, 185, 000 
1,  695, 000 
2, 226, 000 
C) 

1, 068, 000 
39,000, 000 
652, 000 

6, 370, 000 

605.600 
5,076,000 

820, 000 
997,000 
500,000 
424.  COO 
4,870,0  0 
357, 000 
299, 500 

45.600 

25, 540, 600 
3, 310, '00 
103,  •  00 
195,(0) 
20,  830  0,  0 
9, 162  000 
818  060 
1, 590  060 
40. 000. 000 
68,200, 000 
1, 205, 000 

4,  741, 000 
609, 000 
485, 000 
350,000 
4, 270, 000 
673, 000 
719, 000 
4, 029,  OOO 
1, 505, 000 
11,464,000 
667, 000 
327, 000 
4,780,000 
257, 000 
8,  657,  OOO 
888,000 
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Navigation  -projects — Continued 


Project 


Document  No.' 


Federal  cost 
of  new  wort 


Navlg  Uion— Con'  inued 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio . . — _ _ 

Erie  Harbor,  Pa _ 

Buffalo  Harbor,  N.Y.. _ _ _ 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  N.Y _ _ _ 

Oswego  Harbor,  N.Y _ _ _ _ _ 

Dana  Point  Harbor,  Calif _ _ _ 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  Calif . . . . . 

Oakland  Harbor,  Calif.,  Fruitvale  Ave.  Bridge _ 

Oakland  Harbor,  Calif _ 

Noyo  River  and  Harbor,  Calif _ _ _ 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers  Oreg.  and  Wash... 
Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers  below  Vancouver, 
Wash,  and  Oreg. 


H.  416,  87th  Cong. 
H.  340,  87th  Cong. 
H.  451,  87th  Cong. 
H.  138,  87th  Cong. 
H.  471,  87th  Cong. 
H.  5.32,  87th  Cong. 
II.  618,  87th  Cong. 
S.  75,  87th  Cong... 
H.  353,  87th  Cong. 
S.  121,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  203,  87th  Cong, 
H.  452,  87th  Cong. 


$6, 179, 000 
671,000 

2,  797, 000 
765, 000 

1, 180, 000 

3,  730, 000 
3, 000, 000 
1,  750, 000 
6,  775, 000 

13, 231, 000 
493, 000 
20, 100, 000 


Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Ilylebos  Waterways, 
Wasli. 


S.  104,  87th  Cong. 


2, 460, 000 


Kingston  Harbor,  Wash _ _ 

Swinhomish  Channel,  Wash _ 

Kaunakakai,  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii. 


H.  417,  87th  Cong. 
H.  499,  87th  Cong. 
H.  484,  87th  Cong. 


428, 000 
887,000 
7,  919, 000 


Total,  navigation  (74  projects) 


Beach  erosion  control: 

State  of  New  Hampshire _ _ _ 

Clark  Point,  New  Bedford,  Mass _ _ _ 

Virginia  Beach,  Va _ 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Carolina... 
Palm  Beach  County  from  Martin  County  line  to  Lake 
Worth  Inlet,  Fla. 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  Fla _ 

San  Juan  and  vicinity,  Puerto  Rico. _ _ 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  Michigan-Ohio  State  line  to  Marble¬ 
head,  Ohio. 

Sheffield  Lake  Community  Park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village, 
Ohio. 

Ventura-Pierpont  area,  California _ 

Orange  County  (San  Gabriel  River  to  Newport  Bay)  Calif.. 


H.  416,  87th  Cong, 
H.  584,  87th  Cong 
11.  382,  87th  Cong, 
H.  555,  87th  Cong. 
H.  164,  87th  Cong. 

H.  561,  87th  Cong. 
H.  575,  87th  Cong. 
H.  63,  87th  Cong.. 

H.  414,  87th  Cong. 

H.  458,  87th  Cong. 
H.— ,  87th  Cong... 


Total,  beach  erosion  control  (11  projects) 


Grand  total,  title  I  (85  projects) 


377, 498, 800 


88, 000 

60,000 

(?) 

194, 000 
128, 800 

220,000 
65, 400 
658, 500 

100,300 

515,000 

2,845,000 


4, 875, 000 


382, 373, 800 


'  H.=House  document,  and  S.=Senate  document. 
J  Maintenance  only, 
s  Beach  nourishment. 


NARRAGUAGUS  RIVER,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  530,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  northeastern  Maine  about  35  miles  east  of  Bangor. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  27,  1956. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  200  feet  wide  and  1 1  feet 
deep  from  deep  water  in  the  bay  to  the  original  location  of  Lower 
Steamboat  Wharf,  thence  9  feet  deep  to  the  anchorage  known  as 
Deep  Hole,  a  total  distance  of  1.5  miles. 

Navigation  problem. — The  present  shallow  depths  hamper  move¬ 
ment  of  loaded  fishing  craft  to  the  canneries  and  there  is  a  need  for 
sheltered  anchorage  areas  in  the  locality. 

^Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  11 
feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Narraguagus  Bay  to 
Wyman;  thence  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  to  Milbridge,  with 
widening  opposite  Milbridge  for  an  anchorage;  and  then  6  feet  deep 
and  100  feet  wide  to  the  proposed  town  landing  downstream  from  the 
highway  bridge,  with  widening  near  the  landing  for  an  anchorage. 
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Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  March  1962). — 

Federal _  _  $500,  000 

Non-Federal _  5,  000 

Total _  505,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

.$14, 400 
7,900 

$300 

$14, 700 
7,900 

22, 300 

300 

22,600 

Annual  benefits: 

14,400 

21,600 

36,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6,  based  on  100-year  period  of  analysis. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvement  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  he  required  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and 
also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor 
or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of 
the  improvements;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  a  suitable  public  landing  at  Milbridge  with  adequate  supply 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  in  accordance  with  plans  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  adequate  doclmg  facilities  at  the  terminals, 
including  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  related 
project  depths.  They  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^No  objections.  Comments 
that  economic  evaluation  of  project  is  based  on  100-year  period  of 
analysis,  but  project  is  feasible  when  evaluated  on  a  significantly 
shorter  period. 

Remarks. — Many  of  the  small  harbors  along  the  coast  of  Maine 
are  used  by  lobster  fishermen,  but  in  addition,  the  Narraguagus  River 
has  three  canneries  that  pack  sardines  caught  offshore,  and  process 
herring  and  lobster.  The  community  is  dependent  upon  the  canneries 
for  a  substantial  portion  of  its  income.  There  is  some  tourist  business, 
but  recreational  boating  is  also  important  in  the  area.  Washington 
County  has  been  classified  as  a  “distressed  area,”  and  improvement 
of  the  harbor  would  improve  economic  conditions  in  the  area.  The 
comimttee  believes  that  the  annual  benefits  from  the  project  will 
provide  a  very  favorable  economical  project. 
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CARVERS  HARBOR,  VINALHAVEN,  MAINE 

(S.  Doc.  118,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  southwest  side  of  Vinalhaven  Island  at  the 
mouth  of  Penobscot  Bay,  about  15  miles  southeast  of  Rockland, 
Maine. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
Januarj^  18,  1949. 

Existing  project. — Consist  of  di’edging  to  a  depth  of  16  feet  an  area 
of  23  acres  in  the  central  part  of  the  inner  harbor;  and  to  a  depth  of 
10  feet  two  adjoining  areas  on  the  southeast,  totaling  7  acres. 

Navigation  problem. — -The  principal  difficulties  are  the  maneuvering 
and  docking  of  boats  in  the  harbor  at  low  tide. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  to  10 
feet  the  area  extending  northwest  from  the  present  23-acre  anchorage 
to  a  line  generally  50  feet  from  the  existing  wharves;  and  a  channel 
6  feet  deep  from  the  anchorage  extension  to  the  northeast  part  of  the 
harbor,  75  feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  325  feet,  thence  increasing  to  a 
width  of  150  feet  for  a  distance  of  175  feet  to  form  a  basin. 

Estimted  cost  {price  level  of  February  1962). — 

Federal _  $205,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Total _  205,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

N  on-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$6, 100 
1,200 

$6, 100 
1,200 

Total - - - - - - 

7,300 

7,300 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings  in  vessel  operating 

16, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  unprovement  upon  the  request  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  as  may  be  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining 
dffies,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  re¬ 
taining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  unprovement; 
provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  in 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  a  suitable 
public  landing  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms  and  with  adequate  supply  facilities  and  access  to  the  dredged 
channel,  in  accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Bemarks. — Carvers  Harbor  is  located  in  one  of  the  largest  lobster 
fishing  grounds  of  the  Nation,  and  near  the  eastern  fishing  banks. 
The  project  is  not  large,  but  very  important.  Removal  of  navigation 
hazards  and  provision  of  anchorage  areas  in  the  harbor  are  urgently 
needed.  The  town’s  principal  commercial  activities  are  connected 
with  fishing  and  boating.  The  annual  benefits  amply  justify  the 
project. 

SEARSPORT  HARBOR,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  500,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  west  side  of  Penobscot  Bay,  about  30  miles  from 
the  entrance. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Searsport 
Harbor. 

Aavigation  problem. — Shallow  approach  depths  and  limited  turning 
areas  of  adequate  depth  require  that  larger  vessels  proceed  to  their 
berths  at  high  tide  and  limit  the  size  of  vessels  that  may  use  the  port. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  the  construction 
of  an  access  channel  500  feet  wide,  35  feet  deep,  to  the  deepwater  piers 
at  Mack  Point,  Searsport  Harbor,  Maine,  with  a  turning  basin  of  the 
same  depth  and  a  maximum  width  of  1,500  feet. 

Estimated  cost  fprice  level  of  March  1962). — 

Federal -  $700,000 

Non-Federal _ 


Total -  700,  000 

Prcjzct  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$20, 300 
6,200 

$20, 300 
6,200 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ 

26,  500 

26,500 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  .. 

474, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — ^17.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  and  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  aids  to  na\dgation,  on  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  and  provide  and 
maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  commensurate 
with  the  project  depth  in  the  berths  and  berth  access  channels  of  the 
two  deep-draft  wharves. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  a.gencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  Believes 
estimate  of  benefits  optimistic,  as  field  of  petroleum  transport  is 
susceptible  to  rapid  change  as  a  result  of  technological  change,  but 
project  is  feasible. 

Remarks. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Searsport  Harbor, 
but  the  Federal  Government  dredged  deep  channels  and  berths  in 
1944,  to  facilitate  movement  of  critical  wartime  cargoes.  It  is  under¬ 
stood  that  pipelines  for  transporting  aviation  fuel  extend  from  Sears¬ 
port  Harbor  to  airports  in  northern  Maine.  Use  of  larger  tankers 
in  the  harbor  is  anticipated.  The  deeper  access  channel  and  turning 
basin  are  believed  essential  to  care  for  present  and  prospective  com¬ 
merce.  The  committee  notes  the  very  favorable  economic  ratio  of 
this  project,  and  believes  this  to  be  a  location  where  a  minimum 
improvement  provides  a  maximum  benefit. 

PORTLAND  HARBOR,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  216,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — -Portland  Harbor  is  at  the  southwest  end  of  Casco  Bay 
on  the  Maine  coast,  100  miles  northeast  of  Boston,  Mass. 

E.nsting  project. — Includes  a  channel  35  feet  deep  with  varying 
widths  from  the  sea  to  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  bridge,  with  a 
35-foot  turning  basin;  two  anchorages,  one  35  feet  deep  and  170  acres 
in  area,  and  one  30  feet  deep  east  of  the  city;  a  channel  from  the 
30-foot  anchorage  to  Back  Cove  30  feet  deep  and  300  wide,  thence  14 
and  12  feet  deep  within  the  cove;  removal  of  rock  ledges  in  the  main 
ship  channel  to  a  depth  of  40  feet;  a  breakwater  900  feet  long  at  Spring 
Point,  and  one  2,000  feet  long  south  of  tlie  inner  harbor  entrance;  and 
maintenance  of  Soldier  Ledge  Channel  in  Hussey  Sound  at  a  depth  of 
40  feet.  Local  interests  have  provided  terminal  facilities  as  needed, 
including  access  channels  and  berths  with  adequate  depths. 

Report  authorized  by. — -Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  August  20,  1957. 

Desires  of  local  interests. — Deepen  five  rock  ledges  in  the  entrance 
channel  to  45  feet;  deepen  House  Island  Anchorage  to  45  feet;  deepen 
and  enlarge  the  30-foot  anchorage  northwest  of  Diamond  Island 
ledge  to  35  feet;  provide  an  alternative  45-foot  channel  between  Hus¬ 
sey  vSound  and  the  House  Island  Anchorage;  and  deepen  the  Fore 
River  Channel  to  37  or  38  feet. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  an  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  1,000  feet  wide  and  45  feet  deep  from  deep  water  in  Casco  Bay  to 
a  line  opposite  Fort  Gorges,  and  deepening  the  existing  House  Island 
anchorage  and  maneuver  area  to  a  similar  depth  of  45  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {September  1960  price  level). — 

Federal _  $8,  340,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  8,  340,  000 

These  costs  are  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  preauthorization  studies 
and  aids  to  navigation. 

The  estimated  Federal  cost  for  additional  maintenance  is  $4,100 
annually. 
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Local  cooperation. — These  improvements  are  recommended  subject 
to  the  provision  that  prior  to  construction,  local  interests  agree  to 
(a)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  said  improvements;  and  {b)  provide 
without  costs  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project  and  of  the  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subse¬ 
quent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embanlanents  therefor,  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works. 


Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges,  all  Federal: 

Interest -  $220,  600 

Amortization _  83,  100 

Additional  annual  maintenance _  4,  100 


Total -  307,  800 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  1,  464,  000 

Elimination  of  anchorage  delays _  259,  700 

Elimination  of  tidal  delays _  65,  900 

Anticipated  Fore  River  traffic _  41,  lOO 


Total -  1,  830,  700 


Co7nparison  of  benefits  and  costs. — Comparison  of  the  estimated 
annual  benefits  of  $1,830,700  to  the  estimated  annual  charges  of 
$307,800,  results  in  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  6  to  1. 

Benefits. — Improvement  of  Portland  Harbor  will  result  in  consider¬ 
able  annual  benefits  which  are  general  in  character.  These  benefits 
will  be  realized  from  existing  and  prospective  commerce,  both  in 
crude  petroleum  and  refined  petroleum  products.  Commerce  in 
crude  petroleum  is  large  oversea  traffic  from  the  Middle  East  and 
South  America.  For  this  type  of  traffic,  shippers  endeavor  to  reduce 
transportation  costs  by  using  larger  tankers.  The  present  naviga¬ 
tional  facilities  in  Portland  Harbor  are  inadequate  for  the  use  of  the 
larger  tankers  now  in  use  or  being  constructed  for  this  commerce. 
With  the  proposed  improvement,  the  large  tankers  in  the  55,000-  to 
73,000-ton  class  will  be  able  to  use  the  harbor.  Annual  savmgs  in 
transportation  costs  will  be  realized  for  that  portion  of  the  prospective 
commerce  carried  by  the  larger  type  of  vessel,  and  also  for  the  smaller 
tankers  in  the  35,000-  to  45,000-ton  class,  as  these  vessels  can  now 
use  the  harbor  only  during  high-water  periods.  The  proposed  im¬ 
provements  will  enable  all  vessels  to  use  the  harbor  during  any  stage 
of  the  tide,  therefore,  benefits  will  be  derived  from  elunination  of  the 
tidal  delays.  Further  benefits  will  be  derived  from  provision  of 
sheltered  anchorage  within  the  harbor  itself,  which  will  eliminate  the 
^lays  and  operating  costs  for  deep-draft  vessels  which  now  anchor  in 
Hussey  Sound  outside  the  main  harbor,  and  are  frequently  subject  to 
weather  and  fog  delays.  Crude  oil  movement  in  the  harbor  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  increase  to  24  million  tons.  The  improvements  will  provide 
room  for  vessels  in  case  of  sudden  emergency,  a  place  to  remove  oil¬ 
laden  tankers  from  possible  waterfront  fire  hazard,  and  a  place  of 
refuge  from  storms. 

Rernarks.—^.  2394,  which  passed  the  Senate  on  September  15,  1961, 
would  provide  authorization  for  the  Portland  Harbor  project,  as 
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included  herein.  The  committee  notes  the  high  economic  ratio, 
and  believes  this  to  be  a  very  desirable  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection;  however,  they  consider  that,  if  the  project  is  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress,  funds  to  initiate  construction  should  be  requested 
only  upon  a  determination  that  the  economic  justification  for  the 
project  is  not  significantly  impaired  in  light  of  Canadian  oil  policy 
as  it  may  appear  at  that  time. 

KENNEBUNK  RIVER,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  459,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Kennebunk  River  is  located  in  southwestern  Maine 
and  discharges  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  about  30  miles  southwest  of 
Portland. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  4  feet  deep,  100  feet  wide 
and  about  1  mile  long  from  the  ocean  to  Kennebunkport ;  three  stone 
jetties,  one  550  feet  long  on  the  east  side  of  the  river  mouth,  another 
290  feet  long  on  the  west  side,  and  a  third  of  no  specified  length  on 
the  east  bank. 

Navigation  problem. — Inadequate  depths  and  insufficient  anchorage 
areas  result  in  lost  fishing  time  and  boat  damage  to  the  existing 
fisliing  and  pleasure  boat  fleet. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  channel  8  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  extending  1 ,700  feet  from  deep  water  to  the  Town  Landing, 
thence  6  feet  depth  over  a  width  of  100  feet  for  a  distance  of  2,300 
feet  and  a  width  of  75  feet  for  the  remaining  2,000  feet  to  the  project 
limit ;  an  anchorage,  4  acres  in  area  on  the  west  side  of  the  channel  and 
an  anchorage  2  acres  in  area  on  the  east  side,  each  6  feet  deep;  and 
extension  of  the  west  jetty  by  about  300  feet,  supplemented  by  con¬ 
struction  of  a  sand  fence. 

Estimated  Cost  {price  level  of  September  1961). — • 

Federal _  $270,  000 

Non-Fed eral _  90,  000 


Total _  360,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$8,000 
4. 300 

$3, 250 

$11, 250 
4, 300 

Total  - _ _ 

12, 300 

3,  250 

15, 550 

Annual  benefits: 

3,800 
29, 830 
27,230 

Total  _  . . . - . 

60,860 

■a 


90060 — 62. 
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Benefit-cost  ratio— 3.9  Based  on  100-year  life  analysis. 

Local  cooperation.— Conivihnie  in  cash  25  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  recreational  boating  benefits,  such  contribution, 
presently  estimated  at  $90,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual  costs 
have  been  determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvements  and  for  aids  to  navi¬ 
gation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of 
the  improvements;  and  improve  and  maintain  the  existing  public 
landing,  including  access  to  the  dredged  channel,  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms.  Local  interests  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  increase  in  channel  depths  and  anchorage 
basins  will  improve  operating  conditions  and  provide  safe  refuge  for 
the  large  fishing  and  recreational  craft  in  this  locality,  and  are  amply 
justified.  The  local  cash  contribution  required  in  recognition  of  rec¬ 
reational  benefits  of  a  local  nature  appears  equitable  and  reasonable. 

PORTSMOUTH  HARBOR  AND  PISCATAQUA  RIVER,  MAINE  .AND  N.H. 

(H.  Doc.  482,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Portsmouth  Harbor  is  located  45  miles  northeast  of 
Boston  Harbor  and  37  miles  southwest  of  Portland  Harbor  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Piscataqua  Kiver.  The  river  is  about  13  miles  long  and 
forms  a  portion  of  the  boundary  of  the  States  of  Maine  and  New 
Hamjishire. 

Authority. — The  report  is  in  partial  response  to  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  on  November  18,  1958,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

EAstlng  project. — ^The  e.xisting  project  for  Portsmouth  Harbor  and 
Piscataqua  River,  Maine  and  N.H.,  completed  in  1956,  provides  for 
the  removal  of  ledge  rock  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  Gangway  Rock, 
southwest  point  of  Badgers  Island,  and  Boiling  Rock  to  a  depth  of 
35  feet. 

Naviqation  problem. — -High  velocity  current  flows  and  a  tortuous 
channel  with  sharp  bends  and  submerged  ledges  makes  navigation  for 
deen-draft  vessels  hazardous. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — -Provides  for  improvement  of 
the  river  channel  from  Henderson  Point  to  Newington  by  widening 
and  deepening  to  35  feet  below  mean  low  water  the  bends  at  Henderson 
Point,  G  ingway  Rock,  and  the  southwesterly  point  of  Badgers  Island ; 
widening  the  channel  between  Badgers  Island  and  Nobles  Island; 
widening  the  bend  east  of  the  Maine-New  Hampshire  interstate  bridge 
to  provide  a  better  approach  to  the  bridge;  removing  the  26-foot 
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shoal  at  the  south  edge  of  the  channel  west  of  the  Maine-New  Hamp¬ 
shire  interstate  bridge;  widening  bhe  bend  at  Boiling  Rock,  including 
removal  of  the  pinnacle  of  Boiling  Rock;  providing  a  950-foot-wide 
turning  basin  immediately  upstream;  and  improving  the  channel 
from  Boiling  Rock  to  Newington  to  a  depth  of  35  feet,  generally  400 
feet  wide,  and  providing  a  turning  basin  850  feet  wide  by  dredging 
shoals. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  January  1962).— 

Federal _  $7,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total - : _  7,500,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$214, 000 
10, 000 
600 

0 

$214, 000 
10,  COO 
600 

Maintenance  dredgine _ 

Maintenance  on  navigation  aids _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

224, 600 

224, 600 

Annual  benefits:  Savings  in  transportation  costs _ 

482, 000 

Total _ * _ 

482, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements; 
provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to 
navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  provide 
and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing 
areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate 
with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests 
have  agreed  to  furnish  the  required  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^No  objection.  Comments 
on  the  field  of  petroleum  transport  being  susceptible  to  rapid  change 
from  developing  technology. 

Remarks. — The  area  tributary  to  Portsmouth  Harbor  is  a  populous 
industrial  area,  and  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  of  Maine  and 
New  Hampshire.  This  harbor  is  the  port  for  New  Hampshire  and 
southern  Maine,  and  is  primarily  a  petroleum  terminal.  Petroleum 
commerce  is  expected  to  increase  with  the  use  of  supertankers.  The 
harbor  is  now  a  naturally  deep  harbor,  but  does  have  rather  tortuous 
channels,  and  because  of  the  large  tidal  basin  involved,  there  are  very 
strong  currents  which  limit  navigation  by  large  vessels  to  periods  of 
slack  water.  A  deeper  channel  and  turning  basins  will  remove  some 
of  the  navigational  hazards  for  deep-draft  vessels  and  provide  greater 
maneuvering  area.  The  committee  believes  the  project  is  needed  and 
notes  that  it  is  well  justified  economically. 
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GLOUCESTER  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  341,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Gloucester  Harbor,  Mass.,  is  located  at  the  southern  end 
of  Cape  Ann  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  about  25  miles  northeast  of 
Boston  Harbor. 

Report  authorized  by. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  March 
.30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — The  outer  harbor,  about  1,000  acres  in  area  at  the 
18-foot  contour,  contains  two  coves  and  two  minor  harbors.  The 
inner  harbor,  in  wliich  the  oceangoing  commerce  is  conducted,  con¬ 
sists  of  about  52  acres  at  the  18-foot  contour  and  contains  two  coves. 
Harbor  Cove  and  Smith  Cove.  Authorized  improvements  consist  of 
a  rubblestone  breakwater  2,250  feet  long  from  Eastern  Point  over 
Dog  Bar  to  Cat  Ledge  at  the  ocean  entrance  to  the  outer  harbor; 
removal  of  three  ledges  in  the  inner  harbor  and  five  in  the  outer 
harbor;  removal  of  ledges  and  boulders  and  channel  dredging  to  15 
feet  near  the  wharves  in  the  inner  harbor;  dredging  Harbor  Cove  to 
a  depth  of  10  feet;  and  a  connection  channel  8  feet  deep  through 
Annisquam  River.  The  last  modification  of  the  project  was  authorized 
on  August  30,  1935.  The  project  was  completed  in  1958  at  a  cost 
of  $758,900.  Expenditures  for  maintenance  total  $410,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  modification  of 
the  existing  project  to  provide  (a)  an  entrance  channel  into  the  inner 
harbor,  300  feet  wide  and  20  feet  deep,  with  a  turning  basin  600  feet 
wide;  (6)  an  access  channel,  200  to  250  feet  wide  and  20  feet  deep, 
along  the  waterfront  northwest  of  the  Gloucester  fish  pier;  (c)  an 
access  channel  200  feet  wide  and  20  feet  deep,  along  the  waterfront 
southeast  of  the  Gloucester  fish  pier;  (d)  an  access  channel,  650  to  300 
feet  wide  and  16  feet  deep,  extending  into  Smith  Cove;  (e)  an  access 
channel,  from  500  to  100  feet  wide  and  18  feet  deep,  along  the  water¬ 
front  west  of  Harbor  Cove  and  into  Harbor  Cove;  if)  an  anchorage  of 
about  5  acres,  15  feet  deep,  east  of  the  entrance  to  Harbor  Cove;  ig) 
an  anchorage  of  about  10  acres,  16  feet  deep,  opposite  the  entrance  to 
Smith  Cove;  and  {h)  removal  of  the  isolated  rock  shoal  adjacent  to 
the  entrance  channel  south  of  Harbor  Cove  to  a  depth  of  24  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {November  1960  price  levels). — Federal,  all,  $1,100,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges; 

Interest _  29,  600 

Amortization _  11,  100 

Maintenance _ _  13,  700 

Navigation  aids _  600 


Total  annual  charges _  55,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  tidal  delays _  133,  600 

Prevention  of  damages _  14,  000 


Total  annual  benefits _  147,  600 


Note. — Beneflt-cost  ratio  2.7  overall.  The  benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  various  Items  of  improvement  ran 
from  1.5  to  5. 
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Local  cooperation. —  (a)  Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of 
the  project,  including  spoil-disposal  areas  for  construction  and  sub¬ 
sequent  maintenance  if  needed;  (6)  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  and  (c)  provide 
and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas. 

Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agencies. — Bm’eau  of  the  Budget  (no 
objection);  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  (approves);  Department 
of  the  Interior  (no  objection). 

Benefits. — Gloucester  Harbor  is  one  of  the  largest  fishing  ports  in 
the  United  States.  The  principal  industries  in  the  area  are  fishing, 
importing  of  fish,  boatyard  and  marine  railway  activity,  and  manu¬ 
facturing.  The  entire  Cape  Ann  area  constitutes  a  well-developed 
recreational  area.  The  normal  population  of  25,000  is  greatly  in¬ 
creased  by  summer  residents.  Waterborne  commerce  in  1959  was 
185,093  tons,  and  171,500  tons  in  1960,  of  which  82  percent  was  fish 
or  fish  products  and  10  percent  was  petroleum  products.  Import- 
export  commerce  amounted  to  52,400  tons  in  1959.  Commercial 
vessels  with  drafts  ranging  up  to  15  feet  made  19,738  trips  in  the 
harbor  in  1959. 

Local  interests  desire  deepening  and  widening  the  channels,  removal 
of  all  ledges  and  underwater  obstructions,  and  provision  of  turning 
basins  and  anchorages.  They  consider  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ments  essential  for  continued  expansion  of  the  fishing  industry  and 
elimination  of  navigation  hazards  to  shipping.  The  Gloucester  City 
Council  has  voted  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

The  general  navigation  facilities  at  Gloucester  Harbor  are  inade¬ 
quate  for  the  present  needs  for  commercial  shipping  and  commerce. 
The  recommended  improvements  will  provide  adequate  channels  to 
reduce  tidal  delays  for  vessels  having  a  draft  of  11  feet  and  greater; 
provide  safe  clearances  over  ledge  areas  and  rock  shoals  that  are 
hazards  to  navigation;  provide  anchorage  space  for  vessels  not  actually 
loading  or  unloading  to  eliminate  congested  conditions  at  terminals; 
and  provide  anchorage  space  for  smaller  vessels  that  require  shelter 
from  storms. 

Committee  views. — ^The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  im¬ 
provements  will  improve  operating  conditions  in  Gloucester  Harbor 
and  eliminate  delays  caused  by  boats  awaiting  high  tides,  or  circutous 
travels  through  the  area.  The  main  industries  of  the  area— fishing, 
fish  processing,  boatbuilding,  repair  and  servicing,  and  summer  recrea¬ 
tional  business — will  be  stimulated,  and  these  businesses  will  provide 
many  benefits.  The  project  is  believed  well  justified  from  an  eco¬ 
nomic  standpoint.  The  committee  understands  that  this  area  is 
economically  depressed  at  the  present  time  with  considerable  un¬ 
employment.  Stimulation  of  business  and  the  fishing  industry  should 
assist  in  the  relief  of  unemployment.  The  allocation  of  the  entire 
cost  of  the  project  to  the  Federal  Government  is  believed  equitable, 
as  all  the  monetary  benefits  assigned  will  be  derived  from  general 
commerce. 

S.  3544,  which  passed  the  Senate  on  August  2,  1962,  would  provide 
authorization  for  the  Gloucester  Harbor.  The  project  is  well  justified, 
and  authorization  is  urgently  needed. 
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MARBLEHEAD  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  516,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — North  of  Boston,  about  halfway  between  Boston  and 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  2,  1949. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  a 
13-acre  anchorage  area  20  feet  deep;  a  16-acre  anchorage  area  9  feet 
deep;  and  repair  to  the  seawall. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  additional  anchorage  area 
and  greater  protection  for  present  and  future  fleets  using  the  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of  a 
stone  breakwater  1,200  feet  long  and  that  the  existing  project  be 
abandoned. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _  $1,752,000 

Non-Federal _  648,  000 


Total _  2,  400,  OOO 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$50, 140 
18,750 

$23, 460 

$73, 600 
18,750 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total . . - . . 

68,890 

23, 460 

92,350 

Annual  benefits: 

Commercial  fishing _ 

66, 400 
66, 100 

Recreational  boating _ 

Total . . . . . . . 

122, 600 

B enefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute,  in  cash,  27  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  benefits  to  recreational  boating,  such  contribu¬ 
tion,  presently  estimated  at  $648,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  provide,  without  cost  to  the  United 
States,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  the  project  when  and  as  required,  including 
access  for  a  contractor  and  his  equipment  to  construct  the  breakwater 
from  land;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that 
may  result  from  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project;  and  provide  assurances  that  the  existing  public  landings  or 
their  equivalent  will  be  adequately  maintained  during  the  life  of  the 
project  and  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have 
provided  assurances  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  will 
be  met. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Massachusetts;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  Believes 
justified  on  a  50-year  period  of  analysis. 
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Remarks. — This  harbor  is  presently  used  by  about  90  commercial 
fishing  boats  and  about  1,000  recreational  boats,  valued  at  about  $4.5 
million.  It  is  one  of  the  most  important  yachting  centers  in  America 
and  has  a  large  summer  population.  The  proposed  breakwater  will 
provide  greater  protection  for  present  and  future  local  and  transient 
fleets  using  the  harbor;  permit  a  larger  and  e.xpanded  boating  season; 
reduce  storm  damages  to  all  types  of  craft,  and  add  additional  shel¬ 
tered  mooring  area  in  the  harbor.  The  project  is  well  justified,  and 
the  large  local  cash  contribution  appears  equitable. 

CHELSEA  RIVER  (BOSTON  HARBOR),  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  350,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chelsea  River  is  a  coastal  stream  emptying  into  Boston 
Harbor,  Mass. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  February  1,  1946. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  consists  of  a 
channel  30  feet  deep  and  generally  200  feet  wide  from  the  mouth  of 
the  river,  upstream  for  a  distance  of  2  miles;  thence  8.4  feet  deep  and 
150  feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  0.5  mile  to  the  head  of  navigaticn. 

Navigation  problem. — Inadequate  depths  make  navigation  hazard¬ 
ous  and  results  in  delays  to  deep-draft  commercial  traffic  using  the 
harbor. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  in 
Chelsea  River  35  feet  deep  from  the  Boston  Harbor  main  ship  channel 
to  the  Chelsea  Street  Bridge,  generally  225  to  250  feet  in  width;  a 
channel  35  feet  deep  varying  in  width  from  250  to  430  feet  above  the 
Chelsea  Street  Bridge;  a  maneuvering  basin  35  feet  deep  with  800 
feet  average  width  and  1 ,000  feet  average  length ;  and  deauthorization 
of  the  30-  and  8.4-foot  channels  lying  in  the  waterway  outside  the 
presently  recommended  35-foot  project  limits  for  Chelsea  River. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oJ  July  1960). — 

Federal _  $2,843,000 

Non-Federal _  2,  140,  000 


Total _  4,  983,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$103, 400 
2,600 

$91, 200 

$194, 600 
2,5C0 

Total _ 

105,  900 

91, 200 

197, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

531, 350 
66,900 
184, 000 

782, 250 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance;  provide 
and  maintain  berthing  areas;  relocate  Northeast  Petroleum  Corp. 
wharf  as  needed;  and  accomplish  alterations  in  gas  siphon,  water 
tunnel,  submarine  cable,  and  other  utilities  as  needed.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  cooperate. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Chelsea  River  is  an  arm  of  Boston  Harbor,  used  pri¬ 
marily  for  receipt  of  petroleum  products,  which  are  distributed  by 
truck  and  rail  over  a  large  area.  It  is  a  commercial  harbor.  The 
large  cost  of  local  cooperation  is  for  lowering  of  utilities  and  relocation 
of  a  wharf.  The  existing  channel  is  too  shallow  and  narrow  for  safe 
transit  of  tankers,  except  during  periods  of  favorable  tides  and  with 
tugboat  assistance.  The  larger  vessels  supplanting  the  T-2  type 
tankers  are  too  large  to  use  the  existing  channel  and  turning  basin. 
Empty  tankers  are  now  towed,  stern  first,  down  the  channel  because 
of  the  lack  of  an  adequate  turning  basin.  The  committee  was 
impressed  by  the  4-to-l  economic  ratio  of  this  project. 

DORCHESTER  B.VY  AND  NEPONSET  RIVER,  MASS. 

(S.  Doc.  126,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Dorchester  Bay  and  Nepqnset  River  are  located  in  the 
southern  part  of  Boston  Harbor. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
October  15,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  project  provides  for  a  channel  18 
feet  deep  and  175  feet  wide  from  the  main  ship  channel  to  Commercial 
Point,  and  15  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  in  Neponset  River  to  the 
Neponset  Highway  Bridge. 

Navigation  problem. — Proposed  steam-electric  plant  of  Boston 
Edison  Co.  at  Squantum  Point  depends  upon  35-foot-depth  channel 
and  appropriate  turning  basin. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  a  channel  35  feet  deep 
and  300  feet  wide  from  the  Boston  Harbor  to  the  vicinity  of  Squantum 
Point,  with  a  turning  basin  of  the  same  depth. 

Estimated  cost  (1961  price  level). — 

Federal -  87,050,000 

Non-Federal _  315,  000 


Total -  7,  365,  000 

Project  economics  (100-year  analysis  basis). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$201,000 

10,000 

1,000 

$12, 800 

$213, 800 
10,000 
1,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration  . 

Aids  to  navigation _ 

Total _ 

212,000 

12,800 

224,800 

659,600 

Annual  benefits;  Savings  in  oil  costs. 

RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  25 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Construct  the  first  250,000-kilowatt  unit  of  the 
proposed  powerplant;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
needed  for  the  project;  provide  an  approach  channel  and  berth  with 
depths  commensurate  with  recommended  project;  and  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^No  objection  subject  to  the 
understanding  that,  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction 
of  the  project,  if  authorized,  more  definite  evidence  be  presented  to 
show  that  other  industries  would  utilize  the  deep-draft  channel,  in 
order  to  assure  that  Federal  funds  are  not  expended  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  a  single  user. 

Remarks. — Acquisition  of  the  Squantum  Point  Naval  Air  Station 
by  the  Boston  Edison  Co.  was  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a 
1,300,000-kilowatt  electric  generating  plant  on  the  site,  to  assist  in 
provision  of  electric  service  to  the  Greater  Boston  area.  A  channel 
and  turning  basin,  as  recommended,  would  permit  direct  delivery  of 
fuel  oil  by  tanker,  or  coal  by  supercolliers.  This  area  is  stated  to  be 
one  of  the  few  remaining  in  Boston  Harbor  suitable  for  industrial 
expansion.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  development  of 
tlus  channel  will  attract  other  industries  to  this  particular  area,  and 
that  the  channel  will  not  be  under  the  one-user  concept.  The  economic 
justification  is  dependent  upon  the  use  of  the  channel  initially  by  the 
power  company,  and  initiation  of  the  channel  should  proceed  concur¬ 
rently  with  initiation  of  construction  of  the  powerplant.  The  high 
economic  ratio  is  based  on  a  100-year  period,  but  the  project  is  well 
justified  on  a  50-year  basis. 

PLYMOUTH  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(S.  Doe.  124,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  coast  of  Massachusetts  about  45  miles  south  of 
Boston. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  20,  1948. 

Existing  project. — Existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for 
an  18-foot  channel  from  deep  water  to  the  State  pier,  a  distance  of 
about  2.5  miles;  a  channel  15  feet  deep  from  the  State  pier  for  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  0.3  mile  terminating  in  a  300-square-foot  turning  basin  of  the 
same  depth;  an  18-foot  anchorage  adjacent  to  the  18-foot  channel; 
maintenance  of  the  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  State  pier  dredged  by 
Commonwealth;  and  riprap  protection  for  sections  of  Long  Beach 
and  restoration  of  Eel  River  to  its  former  course.  Local  interests 
have  provided  various  navigation  and  waterfront  improvements. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  additional  anchorage  area 
and  greater  protection  for  present  and  future  fleets  using  Plymouth 
Harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  rubberstone 
breakwater  extending  1,400  feet  easterly  from  a  point  north  of  the 
town  wharf,  and  thence  southeasterly  for  a  distance  of  2,100  feet;  an 
anchorage  8  feet  deep  and  60  acres  in  area  inside  the  breakwater;  and 
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elimination  of  the  authorized  18-foot  anchorage  from  the  existing 
project. 

Estimated  cost  {'price  level  of  July  1961). — • 

Federal _  _  _  200, 0000 

NoD-Fede'r'ai::::::: _  300, 000 


Total _  1,500,000 

Project  economics. — • 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$43, 880 
10,000 
120 

$12, 800 

$66, 680 
10,000 
120 

54,000 

12,800 

66,800 

Annual  benefits; 

12,000 

68,800 

41,000 

121,800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  20  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  benefits  to  recreational  boating,  such  contribu¬ 
tion,  presently  estunated  at  $300,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  maintain  existing  public  landings  open  to 
all  on  equal  terms  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
necessary  mooring  facilities  in  the  anchorage;  provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids 
to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including 
suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required 
in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  and  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  subse¬ 
quent  maintenance  of  the  project.  Local  interests  have  provided 
assurances  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  will  be  met. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  No  objection. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Eemarks. — This  harbor  is  the  center  for  a  large  commercial  fishing 
fleet  and  provides  an  anchorage  for  many  pleasure  craft.  It  is  well 
located  as  a  harbor  of  refuge  for  many  t3^pes  of  craft  using  this  coastal 
area.  The  tourist  business  at  Plymouth  is  increasing  each  year. 
The  recommended  impTOvements  will  provide  additional  anchorage 
area  for  the  expanding  fleet,  provide  some  protection  to  the  boats 
from  hurricanes  and  tidal  waves,  and  permit  longer  boating  season. 
The  committee  believes  the  project  is  well  justified.  The  local 
contribution  appears  appropriate. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  27 


PAWTUXET  COVE,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  236,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — At  the  mouth  of  the  Pawtuxet  River,  a  tributary  of  the 
Providence  River  which  empties  into  Narragansett  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  April  5,  1949. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  project. 

Aavigation  problern. — Navigation  is  hampered  by  shallow  depths  in 
the  entrance  channel  and  in  the  channel  inside  the  cove.  There  is  no 
available  anchorage  area  where  boats  can  moor  without  grounding  at 
low  tide.  Boat  damages  result  due  to  these  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — A  channel  100  feet  wide  and  6 
feet  deep  from  deep  water  to  the  head  of  the  cove,  with  a  turning  basin 
near  the  upper  end;  and  an  anchorage  of  about  14  acres,  6  feet  deep, 
south  of  the  entrance  channel-  with  a  sheltering  dike,  2,200  feet  long, 
constructed  to  12  feet  above  mean  low  water,  on  the  east  side  of  the 
anchorage. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  August  1960). — 

Federal _  $210,  000 

Non-Federal _  210,  000 


Total _  420,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$8,300 

8,400 

$9,000 

$17, 300 
8,400 

16,  700 

9,000 

25,700 

Annual  benefits: 

1,200 

35,000 

2,000 

38,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — l.o. 

Loccil  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities,  such  contribution, 
presently  estimated  at  $210,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  requhed  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therfor  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  two  public  landings 
with  suitable  supply  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  regulate  the 
use  of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  the  facilities 
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will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and,  remove  or  relocate  locall}' 
constructed  navigation  aids.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  the 
requii'ements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
will  provide  adequate  entrance  channels  and  turning  basins,  and 
shelter  from  storms,  for  the  small  number  of  commercial  fishing  vessels, 
and  the  large  number  of  recreational  craft.  Benefits  are  largely  local 
from  recreational  navigation  and  some  increase  in  local  land  values. 
The  proposed  local  cooperation  of  50  percent  of  the  cost  is  considered 
equitable  in  view  of  the  local  aspects  of  recreational  navigation 
benefits. 

GREAT  LAKES  TO  HUDSON  WATERWAY,  N.Y. 

This  waterway  consists  of  that  portion  of  the  New  York  State 
Barge  Canal  system  extending  from  the  Hudson  River  at  Waterford 
to  Oswego  Harbor  on  Lake  Ontario. 

The  existing  project  provides  for  the  allotment  of  Federal  funds  to 
the  State  of  New  York  for  expenditure  under  suitable  Federal  control 
and  supervision  in  the  improvement  of  the  canal  connecting  Lake 
Ontario  with  the  Hudson  River.  The  improvement  provides  for  a 
depth  of  13  feet  below  normal  pool  level  through  all  locks  between 
Waterford  and  Oswego,  deepening  between  locks  to  14  feet  below 
normal  pool  level,  widening  at  bends  and  elesewhere,  and  increasing 
the  overhead  clearance  to  20  feet  at  maximum  navigable  stage  at 
bridges  and  other  overhead  structures.  The  widths  of  channel  to  be 
provided  under  the  project  are  104  feet  in  earth  cuts,  120  feet  in  rock 
cuts,  200  feet  in  river  sections,  with  widening  at  bends  and  elsewhere 
as  may  be  necessary. 

The  length  of  the  waterway  included  in  the  project  is  about  184 
miles,  of  which  160  miles  are  in  the  Erie  Canal  from  Waterford  to 
Three  Rivers  Point  and  24  miles  are  in  the  Oswego  Canal  from  Three 
Rivers  Point  to  Oswego. 

The  project  was  authorized  by  the  act  of  August  30,  1935,  in 
accordance  with  Rivers  and  Harbors  Committee  Document  20,  73d 
Congress,  and  the  act  of  March  2,  1945,  in  accordance  with  Senate 
Document  252,  79th  Congress. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  project  based  on  cost  levels  of  July  1961, 
is  $37,300,000.  The  authorizing  act  includes  $27  million  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  on  deepening  between  the  locks  and  raising  the  bridges  and 
other  overhead  clearances. 

Work  on  the  project  was  started  in  September  1935,  and  is  about 
84  percent  complete. 

The  committee  has  authorized  a  review  survey  of  this  project,  which 
is  now  in  progress.  The  entire  authorization  limitation  of  $27  million 
has  been  appropriated.  The  committee  believes  that  the  existing 
authorization  should  be  increased  by  $1  million  to  complete  work 
under  construction,  and  carry  forward  essential  work  until  the  out¬ 
standing  review  report  is  completed. 
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LITTLE  NECK  BAY,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  510,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Little  Neck  Bay  is  on  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island,  at 
the  westerly  end  of  Long  Island  Sound,  about  17  miles  northeast  of  the 
Battery,  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  November  14,  1957, 
and  July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  navigation 
in  the  bay. 

Navigation  probleTn, — Difficulties  arise  from  insufficient  depth  in 
the  southerly  part  of  the  bay.  Larger  vessels  are  forced  to  moor  in 
less-sheltered  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  irnprovement  bj^ 
dredging  to  a  depth  of  7  feet  an  area  of  350  acres  in  the  southern 
part  of  the  bay,  and  dredging  an  entrance  channel  thereto,  200  feet 
wide  and  7  feet  deep,  from  deep  water  to  the  north. 

Estimated  cost  [price  level  January  1961). — 

Federal  ^2,  185,  000 

Non-Fede'rai:::: _  2,  185,  000 

Total _  4,  370,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  chargee: 

Interest  and  amortization - - - - 

$79,600 

44,000 

200 

$101,700 

$181,300 

44,000 

200 

Navigation  aids - - - 

Total.- . - - - - - - — 

123,800 

101, 700 

225, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

294,000 

10,000 

404,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  recreational  boating  benefits,  presently  es¬ 
timated  at  $2,185,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  liunp  sum  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction;  provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of  the  project; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and 
maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  necessary  mooring 
facilities  and  utilities,  including  public  landings  with  suitable  supply 
facilities  and  public  parking  areas  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and 
establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  to  regulate 
the  harbor  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  The  city  of  New  York 
has  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No  objection. 

Bemarks. — -This  area  is  concerned  primarily  with  recreational 
boating.  There  are  about  200,000  recreational  craft  located  on  Long 
Island  Sound  during  the  boating  season.  About  750  boats  are  based 
in  Little  Neck  Bay,  despite  the  present  depth  limitations.  With  an 
improved  anchorage,  it  is  estimated  that  the  number  of  boats  in  the  bay 
will  double  in  a  few  years.  If  completed  in  time,  the  proposed  anchor¬ 
age  would  be  available  for  visitors  to  the  New  York  World’s  Fair 
wJuch  will  be  located  about  6  miles  away.  The  city  of  New  York  has 
indicated  willingness  to  contribute  50  percent  of  the  cost.  This 
allocation  of  cost  appears  equitable  because  of  the  local  benefits  from 
the  recreational  benefits. 

FLUSHING  B.\Y  AND  CREEK,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  551,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Flushing  Bay  is  on  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island,, 
opening  into  the  East  River,  12  miles  northeast  of  the  Battery. 

Authority: — Resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  adopted  on  June  7,  1961. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  from  East 
River  through  Flushing  Bay  and  in  Flushing  Creek  to  Main  Street 
Bridge  with  widths  varying  from  160  to  200  feet;  a  branch  channel 
12  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  bay  channel  to  a  maneuvering 
area  of  the  same  depth  outside  the  municipal  boat  basin  at  the  south 
end  of  the  bay,  with  an  anchorage  basin  8  feet  deep  and  approximately 
700  feet  wide  west  of  the  branch  channel ;  and  for  the  repair  and  recon¬ 
struction  of  3,739  feet  ol  dike.  The  work  remaining  to  be  done  under 
the  existing  project  consists  of  deepening  the  channel  in  the  creek  to 
12  feet  and  the  repair  and  reconstruction  of  the  dike. 

Navigation  prohlem.  Existing  project  is  inadequate  for  existing  and 
prospective  recreational  craft,  excursion  boats,  and  commercial  barge 
traffic. 

Recommended  plan  of  im.provement. — Provides  for:  a  bay  channel 
15  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  East  River  to  the 
maneuvering  area,  a  distance  of  1.8  miles;  a  creek  channel  15  feet 
deep  and  200  feet  wide  to  170  feet  at  a  point  50  feet  downstream  of  the 
proposed  Van  Wyck  Expressway  Bridge,  a  distance  of  about  1.1  miles; 
a  branch  channel  15  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  bay  channel 
about  0.1  mile  to  the  maneuvering  area;  an  irregularly  shaped  maneu- 
veiing  area  2,000  feet  by  750  feet  with  a  depth  of  15  feet,  except  the 
approach  to  the  west  side  of  the  municipal  boat  basin  which  would 
remain  at  12  feet  deep;  an  anchorage  basin  about  2,100  feet  by  1,800 
feet  wdth  a  depth  of  6  feet;  a  steel  sheet-pile  breakwater  on  the  east 
side  of  the  anchorage,  west  of  the  remains  of  the  existing  dike,  1,400 
feet  long  with  a  top  evaluation  of  15  feet;  abandonment  of  the  portion 
ol  the  creek  channel  of  the  existing  project  from  Van  Wyck  Express¬ 
way  Bridge  to  the  Main  Street  Bridge,  a  distance  of  0.3  mile;  abandon¬ 
ment  of  the  repair  and  reconstruction  of  the  remainder  of  the  existing 
dike;  and  completion  of  the  existing  project  primarily  in  the  creek 
channel  to  authorized  depth  ot  12  feet.  The  uncompleted  part  of 
the  work  authorized  in  1925  is  recommended  be  combined  with  the 
additional  work  recommended  herein  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a 
single  item. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). 


Existing 

project 

Modification 

Total 

$622, 000 
295,000 

1  .$1,695,000 

2, 189, 000 

$2, 317, 000 
2, 484, 000 

917, 000 

3, 884, 000 

4,801,000 

1  Amount  of  additional  authorization  required. 

Project  economics. — 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$85,000 
54, 100 

$115, 700 
2,000 

$200, 700 
56, 100 

Total - - - - - 

139, 100 

117, 700 

256, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

211,200 

625,800. 

5,000 

842, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.3. 

Local  cooperation.— BroYides  that:  prior  to  construction  local  inter¬ 
ests  contribute  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  for  widening 
the  bay  channel  from  200  to  300  feet,  a  distance  of  1.8  miles,  for 
dredging  the  recreational  anchorage  and  for  constructing  the  break¬ 
water,  presently  estimated  at  $1,154,000,  the  final  amount  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  after  final  costs  are  known;  and  provided  that  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  local  interests  agree  to :  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  requh-ed  for  construction 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  foi  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  improvement;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  adequate  approach  channels  and  berths  and 
modify  existing  facilities  at  the  terminals  which  would  permit  use  of 
the  waterway  to  secure  full  advantage  of  the  deeper  channel ;  accom¬ 
plish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  removal  or  relocation  of  pipe¬ 
lines,  cables,  and  other  utilities,  and  all  necessary  protective  measures 
to  bridges  and  other  struct m-es  adjacent  to  or  crossing  the  waterway; 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary 
mooring  facilities  and  utilities  for  recreational  boating  including  public 
landings  with  suitable  supply  facilities  and  public  automobile  parking 
areas  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  and  assign  to  a  competent  and  prop¬ 
erly  constituted  public  body  the  power  to  regulate  the  use,  growth, 
and  free  development  of  the  waterway  facilities  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  furnish  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— objection. 

Remarks. — Channels  of  the  existing  project  have  insufficient  depths 
for  commercial  vessels  and  recreational  craft,  and  they  are  exposed  to 
high  waves,  and  additional  space  is  needed  for  use  of  prospective 
navigation.  The  recommended  improvement  will  provide  an  ade¬ 
quate  channel,  maneuvering  area  and  anchorage,  and  a  breakwater 
for  protection  from  high  winds  and  tides.  It  would  eliminate  tidal 
delays,  provide  additional  anchorage  areas  for  recreational  boats,  and 
provide  a  harbor  of  refuge  in  this  area.  This  anchorage  would  be 
available  to  accommodate  the  visitors  to  the  New  York  World’s  Fair 
being  constructed  adjacent  to  the  site.  The  committee  notes  the 
large  amount  of  local  contribution  required  due  to  recreational  boating 
benefits,  and  the  utility  relocations.  The  project  has  a  very  favorable 
economic  ratio. 

BUTTERMILK  CH.A.NNEL,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  483,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Buttermilk  Channel  is  part  of  the  New 'York  Harbor 
joining  Red  Hook  and  Bay  Ridge  Channels  to  form  a  continuous 
deep-draft  waterway  along  the  Brooklyn  waterfront. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  20,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Buttermilk 
Channel  provides  for  a  40-foot  channel  over  the  easterly  half  and  a 
35-foot  channel  over  the  westerly  half,  for  suitable  widening  at  the 
junctions  with  East  River  and  Red  Hook  and  Anchorage  Channels. 
Private  and  municipal  interests  have  made  intensive  terminal  and 
industrial  improvements  along  the  Brooklyn  waterfront. 

Navigation  problem. — Navigation  is  unsafe  and  time  consuming 
and  widening  is  needed  to  alleviate  difficult  turns  vessels  must  now 
make. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  minimum  clear 
width  of  2,100  feet  at  the  junction  of  Buttermilk  Channel  with  Anchor¬ 
age  and  Red  Hook  Channels;  di’edging  to  a  project  depth  of  35  feet 
a  triangular  area  on  the  north  side  of  the  Buttermilk  Channel  and  an 
irregular  area  on  the  south  side. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960). — All  Federal,  $2,226,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal): 

Interest  and  amortization _  .881,  000 

Maintenance _  17,  000 


Total -  98,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented  to  vessels _  12,  000 

Savings  in  transportation _  230,  000 


Total -  242,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation:  None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies.— 
Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — ^The  committee  notes  that  about  9  million  tons  of  com¬ 
merce  pass  through  the  junctions  of  Buttermilk  Anchorage  and  Ked 
Hook  Channels  annually.  Congestion  causes  considerable  delays, 
and  serious  accidents  attributable  to  such  congestion  occur  frequently. 
There  is  no  local  cooperation  required  as  dredging  will  be  undertaken 
in  areas  remote  from  the  piers  and  disposal  areas  are  not  needed. 
The  project  has  a  high  benefit-cost  ratio,  and  the  committee  believes 
the  improvement  is  needed  to  care  for  the  commerce  in  New  York 
Harbor,  one  of  the  major  ports  of  our  Nation. 

RARITAN  RIVER,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  455,  86th  Cong.) 

Location. — Raritan  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  its  north  and 
south  branches  about  18  miles  above  New  Brunswick,  N.J.,  flows 
generally  southeastward  30  miles  to  Raritan  Bay,  which  is  about  25 
miles  southwest  of  the  Battery,  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  November  1945. 

Existing^  project. — Provides  for  a  depth  of  25  feet  and  300  feet  wide 
in  the  main  channel,  together  with  various  widths  and  depths  to  the 
Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  entrance  at  New  Brunswick;  and  a  depth 
of  25  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide,  together  with  varying  widths  and 
depths  to  the  upper  junction  with  the  main  channel  at  Crab  Island. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  desire  the  reconsideration  of 
the  item  of  local  cooperation  under  the  existing  project  regarding  spoil 
disposal  areas.  They  indicate  that  there  has  been  a  rapid  decrease 
in  available  areas  for  that  purpose. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  for  Raritan  River,  N.J.,  to  provide  for  maintaining  the  South 
Channel  to  a  depth  of  15  feet  from  the  upper  limit  of  the  25-foot 
project  to  the  dock  of  the  Middlesex  County  Sewerage  Authority,  a 
distance  of  2,200  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1959). — Federal,  maintenance 
only;  non-Federal,  none. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$280 
30, 000 

$640 
14, 000 

$920 
44, 000 

Maintenance _ ' _ 

Total. _ - _ _ _ _ 

30, 280 

14, 640 

44,920 
180, 200 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ 

Beneft-cost  ratio. — 4. 

Local  cooperation. — In  addition  to  meeting  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  for  the  existing  project;  furnish  spoil-disposal  areas  and 
necessary  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  required  for 
maintenance  of  the  improvement  when  and  as  required ;  and  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  maintenance  of  the 
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improvement.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability 
to  meet  requirements. 

CommentH  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bweau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RemMvhs.-—T\\\?,  channel  was  originally  dug  by  the  Middlesex 
County  Sewage  Authority,  a  local  public  agency.  No  Federal  funds 
were  involved.  The  project  benefits  a  large  densely  populated  and 
industrial  area.  Federal  assumption  of  maintenance  of  the  south 
chamiel  is  considered  proper  and  justified  in  view  of  the  use  of  this 
channel  for  general  navigation.  The  economic  ratio  is  very  favorable. 

LYNNIIAVEN  INLET,  BAY,  AND  CONNECTING  WATERS,  VIRGINIA 
(H.  Doc.  580,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  south  shore  of  Chesapeake  Bay,  5  miles  west  of 
Cape  Henry,  and  10  miles  east  of  Norfolk,  Va. 

Authority. — Eivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  'project. — No  Federal  navigation  project. 

N avigation  prohlem. — There  is  a  need  to  improve  the  entrance  and 
inner  channels  to  accommodate  existing  and  prospective  commercial 
and  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  entrance  channel  from 
Chesapeake  Bay  through  Lynnhaven  Inlet,  10  feet  deep,  150  feet  wide, 
and  approximately  3,500  feet  long;  a  mooring  and  turning  basin  in 
Lynnhaven  Bay,  10  feet  deep,  1,100  feet  long,  and  750  feet  wide;  a 
channel  9  feet  deep,  90  feet  wide,  and  approximately  10,000  feet  long 
from  the  mooring  and  turning  basin  to  Broad  Bay  via  the  Long 
Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal;  and  a  channel  through  the  narrows,  6  feet 
deep,  90  feet  wide,  and  approximately  2,000  feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Januai'y  1962). — 

Federal _ $1, 147,  000 

Non-Federal _  312,  000' 


Total -  1,  459,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$52, 000 
61, 500 

$19,800 

2,000 

$71, 800 
63,500 

Maintenance _ _ 

Total... _ _ _ 

113,  500 

21,800 

135, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

Increased  ovster  production _ _ 

103,000 

21,400 

72,200 

Commercial  boating. . 

Recreational  boating. . . 

Total _ _ _ 

196, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute,  in  cash,  15  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $203,000, 
to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to 
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final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  provide, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  im¬ 
provements  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  recpiest  of  tlie  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works ;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  property  damages,  including-: 
shellfish  interests,  that  may  result  from  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project;  secure  releases  for  damages  from  shellfish 
interests  to  permit  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  accomplish  the  initial 
dredging  and  the  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  when  and 
as  required;  j^rovide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
a  marma  foi-  the  use  of  reereational  and  sport-fishing  craft,  such  facil¬ 
ities  to  include  at  least  400  feet  of  berthing  space  with  adequate  shore 
and  water  access  thereto,  and  with  such  services  as  may  be  required  for 
full  utilization  of  the  impi'ovenient  by  the  public  on  equal  tei-ms; 
provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  a  public 
terminal  for  commercial  vessels,  including  those  operated  by  com¬ 
mercial  fisherman,  oystermen,  clammers,  and  crabbei-s,  such  facilities 
to  include  at  least  300  feet  of  berthing  space  with  adequate  shore  and 
water  access  thereto,  and  with  such  services  as  may  be  I'equired  for 
full  utilization  of  the  improvement  by  the  public  on  equal  terms ;  as¬ 
sure  the  control  of  pollution  in  the  waters  of  Lynnhaven  Bay  and  its 
easteni  and  western  branches.  Long  Creek,  Broad  Bay,  and  Linkhorn 
Bay;  and  establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body 
empowered  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  the 
harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms. 

Comments  of  the  State  mid  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorahle. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia :  F avorable. 

Convments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  due  to  the  lack  of  policy 
clarification  concerning  principles  to  be  developed  on  the  basis  of 
overall  review  of  bridge  replacement  and  clearance  problems,  the 
Bureau  recommends,  without  prejudice  to  reconsideration  in  the  light 
of  further  policy  clarification,  that  the  proposed  net  cost  of  the  Federal 
Government  be  reduced  by  $79,000. 

Remarks. — Lynnhaven  Bay  and  its  tributaries  connects  with  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay,  and  other  inland  bays  and  waters.  This  area  produces 
oysters,  crabs,  clams,  and  fish.  The  inlet  is  used  by  commercial  boats 
and  recreational  craft.  Improved  channels  will  prove  beneficial 
to  navigation  and  increase  tidal  flows  to  foster  optimum  shellfish 
growth.  The  allocation  of  costs  are  considered  equitable  because  of 
benefits  that  would  accrue  to  recreational  boating.  The  economic 
ratio  is  favorable.  The  committee  is  aware  that  an  infectious  organ¬ 
ism  has  recently  caused  high  mortality  to  oysters  in  the  lower  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay  area,  and  could  cause  a  deci-ease  in  propagation  of  shellfish. 
Increased  tidal  ranges  in  Broad  Bay  should  l>enefit  shellfish  however. 
Although  local  interests  knew  of  the  clearances  required  by  this  pro¬ 
posed  project,  and  constructed  the  bridge  at  the  clearance,  the  com¬ 
mittee  does  not  believe  that  local  interests  should  be  reimbursed  for 
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work  done  prior  to  authorization  of  the  project.  Credit  to  local  in¬ 
terests  for  the  increased  cost  of  $79,000  is  not  allowed.  The  revised 
estimated  Federal  cost  is  $1,068,000  and  the  non-Federal  cost  is 
$391,000. 

JAMES  RIVER,  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  586,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — James  River  rises  near  Clifton  Forge,  Va.,  and  flows  340 
miles  southeast  to  Hampton  Roads  at  Newport  News,  Ya.  The  head 
of  commercial  navigation  is  at  Richmond,  about  91  miles  above  the 
mouth. 

Authority/. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
tJ.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  on  August  13, 
1954,  and  March  30, 1955,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  for  James  River,  completed 
in  1947,  provides  for  a  channel  25  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from 
the  mouth  to  Hopewell,  a  distance  of  69.2  miles;  then  25  feet  deep  and 
200  feet  wide,  including  three  cutoffs,  to  Deep  Water  Tenninal  at  Rich¬ 
mond,  a  distance  of  17.2  miles ;  thence  a  channel  18  feet  deep  and  200 
feet  wide  to  the  Richmond  lock,  a  distance  of  4.4  miles ;  removal  of  an 
obstruction  in  the  upper  harbor ;  a  turning  basin  18  feet  deep,  200  feet 
wide,  and  600  feet  long  in  the  upper  harbor;  and  maintenance  of  a 
turning  basin  25  feet  deep,  200  to  700  feet  wide,  and  5,200  feet  long 
near  Deep  Water  Terminal.  Local  interests  have  performed  main¬ 
tenance  dredging  in  the  upper  harbor  and  have  dredged  approach  and 
berthing  areas  at  various  terminals  at  Richmond  and  Hopewell. 

Navigation  proNems. — Sharp  bends,  narrow  widths,  and  inadequate 
depths  preclude  full  utilization  of  the  channel  by  deep-draft  com¬ 
mercial  traffic.  The  desired  improvements  would  pennit  realization  of 
transportation  savings,  promote  industrial  development  in  the  area, 
and  lessen  navigation  hazards  and  delays. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  35 
feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Hampton  Roads  to 
Deep  Water  Terminal  at  Richmond,  with  easing  of  bends  to  a  mini¬ 
mum  radius  of  3,000  feet  supplemented  by  benching  at  Jones  Neck  to 
improve  the  sight  distance;  a  mooring  basin  35  feet  deep,  180  to  220 
feet  wide,  and  2,000  feet  long  alongside  the  channel  opposite  the  water¬ 
front  at  Hopewell;  and  enlargement  of  the  turning  basin  at  Rich¬ 
mond  Deep  Water  Tenninal  to  a  width  of  825  feet  and  a  length  of 
2,770  feet,  at  a  depth  of  35  feet ;  and  that,  should  the  improvements  be 
authorized  by  Congi-ess,  the  authorization  shall  expire  after  a  period  of 
5  years  from  the  date  of  enactment,  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia 
has  endorsed  the  modified  project  within  that  time. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1962) . — 

Federal _ $39,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  1.  829,  000 


Total 


40,  829.  000 
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Project  esolwmics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$1,616,400 

252,000 

$105,200 

80,200 

12,600 

$1,621,600 

332,200 

12,500 

Estimated  net  average  loss  of  marketable  oysters _ 

Total . - . — . 

1, 768, 400 

197,900 

1, 966, 300 

2, 651,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  consti'uction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvements  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  cost  of  such  retainmg  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  that  may  result  from  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  improvements,  including  damages  to  public  or 
private  oyster  and  clam  grounds,  and  damages  resulting  from  any 
change  in  the  natural  course  of  the  J ames  River,  from  blasting  opera¬ 
tions  during  removal  of  rock,  or  from  changes  in  ground- w^ater  levels ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  for  costs  resulting 
from  the  provision  and  operation  of  bridges  or  ferries  that  may  be 
required  between  the  mainland  and  any  islands  created  by  channel 
cutoffs ;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations 
or  relocations  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  roads,  bridges, 
waterfront  structures,  sewer,  water  supply,  storm  drainage,  electric 
power,  and  other  utility  facilities ;  provide,  maintain,  and  operate  at 
local  expense  adequate  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  to  accommo¬ 
date  foreign  and  domestic  commerce  expected  to  develop  from  the 
improved  channel,  in  accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers;  and  when  and  where  necessary,  provide  and  maintain  at 
local  expense  depths  in  berthing  and  mooring  areas  adjacent  to  termi¬ 
nals  commensurate  with  the  related  project  depth.  Local  interests  are 
willing  and  able  to  furnish  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Objects  to  submission  of  a  favor¬ 
able  report  on  James  River,  Va.,  until  such  time  as  the  Goveimor, 
upon  recommendation  of  the  commission  of  fisheries,  signifies  his 
approval  and  the  fisheries  can  be  adequately  protected. 
Department  of  Commerce;  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  report  to  Congress  subject  to  certain  views.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  believes  that  authorization  of  the  project  would  be  pre¬ 
mature  in  advance  of  more  adequate  resolution  of  questions  concern¬ 
ing  its  impact  on  seed  oyster  production  and  a  more  conclusive  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  position  of  the  State  of  Virginia  with  respect  to  the 
project.  Accordingly,  it  recommends  that  consideration  be  given  to 
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the  desirability  of  deferring  riansmittal  of  the  report  to  the  Congress 
until  these  matters  are  more  fully  resolved.  Additionally,  the 
Bureau  considei-s  that  at  such  time  as  the  project  is  forwarded  to  the 
Congi  •ess  reasonable  estimates  of  probable  negative  benefits  from  the 
adverse  efi'ect  on  seed  oyster  reduction  should  be  incorporated  in 
the  economic  evaluation  of  the  iDroject. 

Note. — In  view  of  the  provisions  of  an  act  approved  by  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  General  A.ssembly  on  March  1'2,  IboS,  prohibiting  further  im¬ 
provement  of  the  James  River  between  the  bridge  and  Jamestown, 
about  28  miles  upstream,  unless  ajjproved  by  the  Governor  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  commi.ssion  of  fisheries,  a  recommendation  of 
the  report  provides  that  should  the  improvement  be  authorized  by 
Congress,  the  authorization  shall  expire  after  a  period  of  5  yeai-s  from 
the  date  of  enactment,  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed 
the  modifie/d  project  within  that  time. 

Remarks. —The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvement  for 
the  James  River  will  permit  economical  transportation  of  iietroleum 
products  and  other  bulk  commodities  utilizing  the  ports  of  Hopewell 
and  Richmond.  Increased  depths  of  .35  feet  to  Richmond  is  believed 
necessary  and  is  amply  justified.  However,  the  committee  considers 
that  prior  to  construction  that  a  feasibility  report  should  be  submitted 
to  Congress  Avhich  takes  account  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the 
project  on  seed  oyster  production. 

ROLLINSON  CHANNEL  AND  CHANNEL  FROIM  HATIT.RAS  INLET 

TO  HATTERAS,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  4.57,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Hatteras,  N.C.,  is  on  the  Pamlico  Sound  side  of  the  bar¬ 
rier  beach,  about  4  miles  northeast  of  Hatteras  Inlet.  The  inlet  is  a 
natural  opening  through  the  barrier  beach  about  13  miles  southwest 
of  Cape  Hatteras,  N.C. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  29,  1955,  Julv  31,  1957,  and  Julv 
16,  1958. 

Existing  qyroject. — Provides  for  a  channel  100  feet  wide  and  6  feet 
deep  from  that  depth  in  Pamlico  Sound  to  and  mcluding  a  basin  of 
the  same  depth  at  Ilatteras,  and  rubble-mound  breakwaters  at  harbor 
entrance. 

N avigation  jrt^obl'em. — Present  channels  are  inadequate  for  vessels 
now  serving  Ilatteras  Harbor  and  if  channels  were  improved  the 
larger  fishing  vessels  could  use  the  harbor  as  a  permanent  or  tem¬ 
porary  base  of  operations.  A  harbor  of  refuge  in  the  vicinitv  is  also 
needed. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.—VvoYid^^  for  deepening  Rol- 
linson  Channel  to  12  feet  over  its  pi’esent  100-foot  width;  deepening 
the  existing  Hatteras  Harbor  to  12  feet;  and  a  channel  10  feet  deep 
and  100  feet  wide  from  Hatteras  Inlet  Gorge  to  Hatteras,  N.C. 
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Estimated  cost  {'price  level  of  JuTie  1960). — ■ 


* 

Rollinson 

Channel 

Channel  from 
Hatteras 
Inlet  to  11  at- 
teras,  N.C. 

Total 

Federal _ _ _ l _ ... _  . 

$416, 000 
8, 000 

$236, 000 
8, 000 

$652, 000 
16, 000 

Non-P'ederal _ - _ _ _ _  . 

Total _ 

424,000 

244, 000 

668,000 

Project  economics. — 


Rollinson 

Channel 

Channel  from 
Hatteras 
Inlet  to  Hat¬ 
teras,  N.C. 

Total 

Annual  charpes; 

Federal: 

$15, 300 
9, 000 
200 

$8,900 
13, 000 
100 

$24,200 

22,000 

300 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

Total  _ _ _ 

24,500 

370 

1, 130 

22,  000 

370 

1. 130 

46,500 

740 
2,  260 

Non-Federal: 

Replacement  and  maintenance _ 

Total... _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1,500 

1,500 

3,000 

Grand  total _ 

26, 000 

23,  500 

49,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  _ _ _ 

Reduction  in  damages _ 

16, 800 
10, 500 

21,500 
3,  900 
7, 100 

38,300 
14,  400 
7,100 

Total . . . . . 

27, 300 

32,  500 

59,800 

Benefit-cost  ratio.. _ _ _ _ _ 

1.05 

1.4 

1.2 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way,  also  bulk¬ 
heads  and  embankments  for  spoil  area,  if  needed;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  public  termi¬ 
nal  and  transfer  facilities.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  marginal  benefit-cost  ratio  for 
the  Rollinson  Channel.  While  the  small  communities  in  this  area  aie 
scattered,  they  are  important  as  ports  of  call  for  fishing  vessels,  and 
Hatteras  serves  as  a  distribution  center  for  petroleum  products  for 
Hatteras  Island.  The  committee  considers  the  recommended  im¬ 
provements  for  navigation  are  urgently  needed  to  serve  this  offshore 
area  of  North  Carolina. 
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WIL>nNGTON  HARBOR,  N.C. 

(S.  Doc.  114,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wilmington  Harbor,  serving  the  port  of  Wilmington, 
is  located  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Cape  Fear  River  along  the 
southern  part  of  the  Atlantic  coast  of  North  Carolina. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  18,  1957. 

Existing  froject. — The  applicable  portion  of  the  Wilmington  Har¬ 
bor  project  under  this  investigation  consists  of  a  ship  channel  35 
feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  across  the  ocean  bar,  then  34  feet  deep 
and  400  feet  wide  to  the  upper  end  of  the  anchorage  area  at  Castle 
Street,  Wilmington. 

Navigation  frohlem. — Local  intei-ests  desire  a  deeper  and  wider 
channel  in  the  main  channel  of  Wilmington  Harbor  for  larger  petro¬ 
leum  vessels. 

Recommended  'plan  of  improvement. — The  recommended  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  existing  project  for  Wilmington  Harbor,  N.C.,  would 
provide  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  through  the  ocean 
bar  to  Southport,  N.C.,  thence  38  feet  deep  over  the  existing  400- foot 
width  in  the  channel  to  Castle  Street  and  deepening  the  existing  turn¬ 
ing  basin  to  the  same  depth ;  and  that  dredging  shall  not  be  done  by 
the  United  States  within  50  feet  of  any  pierhead  line,  wharf,  or 
structure. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960) . — 

Federal - .$6,370,000 

Non-Federal -  100,  OOO 


Total -  6, 470, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$231, 000 

10,000 

$5,000 

$236,000 

10,000 

15,000 

Maintenance  and  operation  in  addition  to  that  now  re¬ 
quired.  _ 

Maintenance  of  sooU  areas _ 

15, 000 

Total _ 

241,000 

20,000 

261,000 

440,000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings  for  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  provide  all  lands, 
easeinents,  and  rights-of-way  including  spoil  areas  and  necessary  re¬ 
taining  dikes;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages. 
The  State  of  North  Carolina  stated  it  would  fulfill  all  items  of  local 
cooperation  that  local  government  agencies  are  unable  to  meet. 

C omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

State  of  North  Carolina :  No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Wilmington  has  a  population  of  about  40,000,  and  Wil¬ 
mington  Harbor  serves  as  a  major  distribution  center  for  a  large  area 
in  North  and  South  Carolina.  Total  commerce  amounts  to  almost  5 
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million  tons,  about  60  percent  of  which  is  petroleum  products.  While 
bulk  fertilizers  and  dry  cargoes  move  in  this  channel,  the  increased 
depth  is  primarily  to  accommodate  the  use  of  modern  deep-draft  tank¬ 
ers,  and  the  benefits  are  computed  on  the  annual  transportation  sav¬ 
ings  on  petroleum  products.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.7  and  the  pro¬ 
ject  is  believed  amply  justified. 

SAVANNAH  HARBOR,  GA.,  TURNING  BASIN 
(S.  Doc.  115,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Savannah  Harbor^  located  on  the  Atlantic  coast  at 
Savannah,  Ga.,  comprises  the  lower  31  miles  of  Savannah  Eiver  and 
estuary. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
December  3, 1958. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  an  entrance 
channel  36  feet  deep  by  500  feet  wide  across  the  ocean  bar  for  9.7 
miles;  then  34  feet  deep  and  varying  550  to  400  feet  for  18.9  miles 
with  two  turning  basins  34  feet  deep  and  than  a  channel  30  feet  deep 
and  200  feet  wide  for  2.4  miles  with  two  turning  basins  30  feet  deep. 

Navigation  proSZem.— Local  interests  desire  enlargement  of  the 
turning  basin  at  Kings  Island. 

Recommended  plrni  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  modification  of  the  Savannah  Harbor  project  to  enlarge  the 
turning  basin  near  Kings  Island  to  a  width  of  900  feet  and  a  length 
of  1,000  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  1961). — 

Federal _ $605,000 

Non-Federal _  78,  500 


Total _  683,  500 

Project  eco'Twmics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

22,000 

5,000 

3. 500 

2. 500 

25,500 

7,500 

Maintenance  and  operation  in  addition  to  that  now  re¬ 
quired  _ 

Total _ 

27,000 

6,000 

33,000 

40,235 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings  _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.22. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  and  maintenance  including  spoil  areas  and  dikes; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  and  provide 
terminal  facilities.  Chatham  County,  Ga.,  Board  of  Commissioners 
will  act  as  local  assurer  in  meeting  tlie  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.So  objection. 
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Remarks. — The  port  of  Savannah  handles  commerce  in  excess  of  4 
million  tons  annually.  There  are  over  200  manufacturing  industries 
located  in  the  Savannah  area,  including  petroleum,  asphalt,  roofing, 
chemicals,  fertilizers,  and  paper.  Enlargement  of  the  Kings  Island 
turning  basin  will  permit  its  utilization  at  all  stages  of  the  tide  by 
the  larger  vessels  now  calling  at  this  port.  The  project  has  a  favor¬ 
able  economic  ratio,  and  the  committee  recommends  its  approval. 

CANAVERAL  HARBOR,  FLA. 


(S.  D(X‘.  140,  87th  Cong.) 

Canaveral  Harbor,  at  Cape  Canaveral,  Fla.,  is  located 
on  the  Atlantic  coast  about  midway  of  the  peninsula  and  about  145 
miles  south  of  Jacksonville. 

Authority.  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  adonted 
April  26, 1951.  ^ 

^  Existing  project.  The  authorized  Canaveral  Harbor  project  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  entrance  channel  27  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  extending 
from  the  ocean  between  jetties  to  a  turning  basin  1,000  feet  by  about 
1,900  feet  to  the  same  depth,  inclosed  by  a  turning  basin  with  a  naviga¬ 
tion  lock  and  then  a  barge  canal  8  feet  deep  by  100  feet  wide  and  about 
8  miles  in  length  to  the  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

N avigation  proUem. — The  main  ship  canal  was  enlarged  with  Fed¬ 
eral  military  funds  in  1956-57  and  1961  to  provide  an  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  37  by  400  to  300  feet  wide  over  the  ocean  bar,  then  36  feet  by  300 
feet  through  the  barrier  island  with  a  turning  basin  35  feet  deep. 
Local  interests  desire  maintenance  of  this  work. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  the  maintenance  of  the  main  ship  channel  37  feet  deep 
by  400  feet  wide,  then  36  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  to  the  turning 
basin  35  feet  deep,  2,000  feet  long  and  width  from  900  to  2,900  feet  by 
conventional  dredging  and  a  sand  transfer  jilant;  relocation  of  the 
perimeter  dike  and  provision  of  a  channel  31  feet  deep  by  400  feet 
wide  and  additional  turning  basin  31  feet  deep ;  enlargement  of  the 
channel  to  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  12  feet  deep  by  125  feet  wide; 
construction  of  the  authorized  lock  56  feet  wide  by  400  feet  long  in 
the  relocated  dike;  elimination  of  the  local  requirement  for  the  prcqect 
for  dockside  citrus-packing,  precooling  facilities  and  railroad  con¬ 
nections;  and  a  Federal  contribution  to  the  cost  of  the  highway  and 
bridge,  65.3  percent  and  51.2  percent,  respectively. 

E stimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1960) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal, 


$5,  076,  000 
882,  000 


Total 


5,  O.'iS,  OOO 
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Project  economics  {overall  plan) . — 


Federal 

Non-Federal_ 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$303,000 

247,000 

4,000 

$20,000 

43,000 

$323,000 

290,000 

4,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Aids  to  navigation _ 

Total  _ _ _  . 

564,000 

63,000 

617,000 

.Annual  tjenefits: 

Transportation  savings  _ 

680;  700 
342,000 
66,600 

Beach  erosion  damage  prevented— 

Recreational  boating.. 

Total _ 

1, 079, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  from  claims  for  damage  including 
erosion  of  ocean  shore;  provide,  operate,  and  maintain  four-lane 
highway  bridge  and  roadway  on  relocated  dike  subject  to  Federal 
contributions  of  $810,000 ;  provide  terminals ;  and  provide  alterations 
in  utilities  and  berthing  facilities.  Canaveral  Port  Authority  repre¬ 
sentatives  stated  it  would  be  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  local 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Departmeiit  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Navy  :  Favorable. 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration:  Favorable. 
The  Space  Administration  requests  that  the  width  of  the  author¬ 
ized  navigation  lock  be  increased  from  56  feet  to  90  feet  to  serve 
waterborne  missile  transportation  requirements.  The  corps  rec¬ 
ognizes  their  need;  however,  the  corps  believes  that  the  cost  of 
military  or  defense  work  in  connection  with  river  and  harbor 
projects  should  be  assigned  to  aplicable  function. 

State  of  Florida  :  Favorable. 

Commients  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  re¬ 
port  to  Congress.  However,  the  Budget  states  that  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  requested  that  the  width 
of  the  barge  lock  be  increased  from  the  planned  56  feet  to  90  feet.  It 
is  the  understanding  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  this  enlarge¬ 
ment  is  proposed  to  be  borne  by  NASA  appropriations,  and  it  is  fur¬ 
ther  understood  that  authorization  therefor  will  be  sought  by  NASA. 

Remarhs. — Cajiaveral  Harbor  is  an  important  port  for  defense  and 
space  exploration  purposes.  The  tributary  area  to  the  port  has  a 
population  of  about  6()0,0f)0,  and  includes  industries  for  bulk  produc¬ 
tion  of  orange  juice,  portland  cement,  electric  power  generation,  and 
guided  missile  activities.  Military  terminals  occupy  the  north  and. 
east  sides  of  the  present  turning  basin,  and  part  of  the  south  side. 
Public  terminals  on  the  south  side  provide  bulk  storage  for  petroleum 
and  orange  juice.  The  proposed  improvements  will  provide  space  for 
futui’e  growth  of  the  port  and  permit  operation  of  more  elRcient  deeper 
draft  vessels.  The  assumption  of  Federal  maintenance  of  the  main 
ship  channel  appears  justifiable.  The  Federal  contribution  to  the  new 
highway  bridge  is  believed  equitable.  Assignment  of  the  cost  of  the 
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increased  size  for  the  navigation  lock  to  the  Space  Administration  ap¬ 
pears  reasonable,  as  the  main  ship  channel  was  deepened  with  mili¬ 
tary  funds.  The  project  is  well  justified,  and  believed  necessary  be¬ 
cause  of  the  important  Federal  activities  in  the  area. 

KEY  WEST  HARBOR,  FLA. 

{S.  Dos.  106,  87th  Ooiirj.) 

Location. — Key  West  is  an  island  off  the  southern  tip  of  Florida,  130  miles 
southwest  of  Miami  and  230  miles  south  of  Tampa,  Fla. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  Senate,  adopted 
March  If),  1951. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  300  feet  wide  and  30  feet  deep, 
about  6.8  miles,  from  Key  West  to  deep  water  to  the  south ;  widening  of  the 
channel  opposite  wharves  to  a  width  of  800  feet  and  a  depth  of  26  feet;  and  a 
channel  17  feet  deep  and  of  sufficient  width  for  navigation,  about  10.4  miles,  from 
Key  West  to  the  northwest,  wuth  jetties  at  the  northwest  entrance.  In  1942-43, 
the  U.S.  Navy  extended  the  30-foot  channel  to  a  deepwater  basin  at  the  Key  West 
Naval  Operating  Base. 

Navigatim  problems.— Present  channel  inadequate  for  .shrimp  fleet  and  protec¬ 
tion  is  needed  for  the  fleet  from  damaging  waves. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and 
150  feet  from  the  30-foot  ship  channel  to  Key  West,  a  distance  of  about  3,000 
feet:  an  irregularly  shaped  turning  basin  in  the  bight  of  the  same  depth;  and 
a  granite-mound  breakwater  800  feet  long  along  the  north  side  of  the  bight. 

Estimated  cost  {'price  level,  J une  1961 )  — 

Federal _ $820,000 

Non-Federal -  23,  500 


Total _  84.3,  500 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

.$30,200 
3, 500 
800 

.$800 

.$31,000 

3,500 

800 

800 

Increased  maintenance _ 

Economic  loss  for  lands _ 

800 

Total _ _ 

34.  500 

1,600 

36, 100 

52,000 

Annual  benefits:  Reduction  in  damages  and  savings  in  oper¬ 
ation  time _ 

Benefl-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation.- — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way,  also  sjxiil 
disposal  areas  and  retaining  dikes;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  public  tenninal  and  trans¬ 
fer  facilities;  and  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  com¬ 
mensurate  with  I’elated  project  depths.  Ijocal  interests  are  willing  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy :  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 
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Commenta  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  that  the  .shrimp  fleet  consists 
primarily  of  migratoiy  boats  which  use  Key  West  as  a  base  during 
the  shrimp  season,  between  November  and  June.  The  present  depths 
are  inadequate  and  the  groundings  of  the  shrimp  boats  causes  damages 
and  delays.  The  recommended  improvements  appear  justified,  and 
it  is  believed  operating  expense  will  be  reduced,  larger  boats  can. 
be  used,  and  tlie  fish  and  shrimp  catch  will  be  increased. 

POUT  SU'ITON  AND  YI50R  CHANNEL,  TAMPA  HARBOR,  FLA, 

(H.  Doc.  529,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tampa  Harbor  serves  the  city  of  Tampa  located  on  the 
west  coast  about  midway  of  the  Florida  Peninsula.  Port  Sutton 
Channel  and  Ybor  Channel  are  branch  channels  in  the  northerly  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  harbor. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  November  18,  1958,  and  January  5,  1959,  and  two  resolutions 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted  on  April  15,  1959. 

Existing  'project. — Existing  Tampa  project  features  pertinent  to 
this  report  include  channels  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Tampa,  36 
feet  deep  by  600  feet  wide  at  the  entrance,  then  34  feet  deep  over  a 
600-foot  width  in  Mullet  Key  Cut  and  over  a  400-foot  width  in 
Tampa  and  Hillsborough  Bays  to  Ybor  Basin;  turning  basins  34 
feet  deep  at  Ybor  Channel  entrance  and  channels  30  feet  deep  over 
widths  of  480  and  500  feet  in  Ybor  Channel. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  dredged  a  channel  at  Port 
Sutton,  in  19,5'5,  150  feet  wide  and  a  turning  basin  500  feet  by  1,300 
feet  to  a  depth  of  30  feet.  They  desire  that  this  work  be  incoi’porated 
in  the  authorized  Tampa  Harbor  project  for  maintenance.  Local 
interests  also  desire  deepening  Ybor  Channel  from  30  to  34  feet. 

RecoTmne'nded  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  modification  of  the  authorized  Tampa  Harbor  project 
to  include  maintenance  of  Port  Sutton  Channel  150  feet  wide  and 
about  3,000  feet  long  and  a  turning  basin  500  feet  by  1,300  feet;  and 
deepening  Ybor  Channel  to  a  depth  of  34  feet  over  a  width  reduced 
from  500  to  400  feet. 

Estimated  cost. — 


Ybor 

Channel 

Port  Sutton 
Channel 

Federal _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$997, 000 
18,000 

(■) 

Non-Federal . - _ _  _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

1,015,000 

>  Maintenance  only. 
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Project  economics. — 


YBor 

Channel 

Port  Sutton 
Channel 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization . .  _ 

$36,600 

1,500 

$1,500 

5.500 

1.500 

Maintenance  and  operation  (in  addition  to  that  now  required) 

Additional  navigation  aids  maintenance  . 

Total  Federal _ 

38, 100 
700 

8,500 

100 

Non-Federal _ 

Total . . . . 

38, 800 

8,600 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ _ 

117, 000 
4, 000 

266,000 

Land  filled  by  dredged  material  _ 

Elimination  of  terminal  costs _ 

20,000 

Total _ 

121,  000 

286,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.  ... 

3.1 

33.2 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  dredging  Ybor  Channel  and  for  maintenance  of  this  diannel  and 
Port  Sutton  Channel  and  turning  basin  including  spoil  areas  and 
necessary  dikes ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage ; 
provide  terminal  facilities;  provide  depths  in  vessel  berthing  areas 
and  local  access  channels  commensurate  with  projects;  contribute  to 
Ybor  Channel  project  1.7  percent  of  construction  dredging  cost  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $17,000.  Hillsborough  County  Port  Authority 
representatives  stated  that  it  would  be  willing  and  able  to  comply  with 
these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Buneau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  city  of  Tampa  had  a  population  of  275,000  in  1960 
and  a  tributary  population  of  1.4  million.  It  is  a  major  distribution 
center  for  petrolemii  products,  and  also  has  phosphate  mining  and 
processing  and  citrus  production  in  the  area.  Tourism  is  a  major  in¬ 
dustry  of  the  region.  Federal  maintenance  of  the  Port  Sutton  Chan- 
mel  constructed  by  local  interests  appears  reasonable.  Increased 
depths  in  Ybor  Channel  will  permit  operation  of  more  fully  loaded 
and  larger  tankers  in  this  channel.  Deepening  the  Ybor  Channel 
to  the  same  depth  as  that  in  other  channels  in  Tampa  Harbor  is  be¬ 
lieved  equitable  and  fully  justified.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  of  these 
recommended  improvements  is  outstanding. 

WALTER  F.  GEORGE  LOCK  AND  DAM,  CHATT'AHOOCHEE  RIVER,  GA.  AND  ALA. 

(S.  Doc.  109,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam  is  located  on  the 
Chattahoochee  River,  near  Fort  Gaines,  Ga. 

Authority. — The  authority  for  the  preparation  of  this  rejmrt  is 
contained  in  provisions  of  tlie  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act, 
approved  August  12,  1958.  This  act  provides  that  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  shall  receive  equal  consideration  with  other  project  fea- 
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tures  of  water  resource  development  programs.  In  accordance  with 
that  act,  constniction  agencies  are  required  to  coordinate  their  plan¬ 
ning  of  water  resource  programs  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
during  all  phases  of  development. 

Existing  jn'oject. — The  project  is  a  major  component  of  the  plan  of 
development  of  the  Ajialachicola  River  system  for  navigation  and  the 
production  of  hydroelectric  power.  The  lock  and  dam  is  located  at 
river  mile  75.3  and  will  back  water  to  Columbus,  Ga.,  or  river  mile 
160.4.  The  construction  of  the  project  is  about  65  percent  complete. 

Problem. — The  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Eufaula,  Ala.,  expressed  an 
interest  in  the  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  on  the  Wal¬ 
ter  F.  George  Reservoir. 

Recommended  flan  of  inifrovement. — In  accordance  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  proposes 
to  establish  a  national  wildlife  refuge  for  management  of  migratory 
waterfowl  in  conjunction  with  the  Walter  F.  George  project.  Estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  proposed  refuge  would  require  the  acquisition  of  fee 
title  in  place  of  easements  on  453  acres  within  the  present  project 
boundary,  and  acquisition  of  fee  title  to  1,858  acres  of  additional  land 
outside  of  the  present  project  bomidary. 

Estimated  cost.— 

Federal _ _ _ $500,  000 

Non-Federal _  None 


Total _  500,  000 

Project  economics. — Annual  charges,  $37,800 ;  amiual  benefits,  $39,- 

020. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.03. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
in  its  letter  of  June  5,  1962,  commenting  on  the  report  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  concerning  modification  of  the  Walter  F.  George  project, 
stated  that  it  had  asked  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  review  its 
future  plans  for  the  migratoiy  waterfowl  program,  including  an 
appraisal  of  the  role  that  refuge  lands  at  water  resources  projects 
would  play  in  the  total  program.  The  Budget  further  stated  that  in 
order  to  preserve  the  advantages  of  unified  planning  and  financing 
of  the  migratory  waterfowl  refuge  system  'within  a  single  source  of 
funds,  consideration  was  being  given  to  a  procedure  under  which 
duck-stamp  revenues  would  be  used  to  rejiay  the  Treasury  for  general 
fund  appropriations  used  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  to  acquire  waterfowl 
lands  at  water  resources  projects.  It  was  further  stated  by  the  Budg¬ 
et,  that  if  the  recommended  modification  of  the  Walter  F.  George 
lock  and  dam  was  authorized  by  the  Congress,  it  may  later  be  con¬ 
sidered  appropriate  to  finance  fhe  acquisition  of  lands  outside  project 
boundaries  in  this  manner.  With  this  understanding,  the  Budget 
advised  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  the  CongTess. 

Remarks. — Establishment  of  wildlife  refuges  at  water  resources 
projects  is  believed  desirable  for  conservation  purposes,  and  to  permit 
full  development  at  our  reservoir  projects.  The  proposed  improve¬ 
ment  to  establish  a  national  wildlife  refuge  for  management  of  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  at  the  existing  Walter  F..  George  Resei-voir  would  re¬ 
quire  acquisition  of  additional  land.  While  the  economic  ratio  is 
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marginal,  the  purposes  are  worthy.  The  committee  sees  no  objection 
to  acquiring  the  land  for  this  project  from  duck-stamp  fund  revenues, 
as  suggested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  if  appropriate  procedures 
for  this  method  of  financing  are  developed. 

PENSACOLA  HARBOR,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  528,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Pensacola  Harbor  is  on  the  northwest  coast  of  Florida 
about  59  miles  east  of  Mobile,  Ala.,  and  103  miles  west  of  Panama’ 
City,  Fla. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Rivers  and  Harbors  Committee  and 
Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  adopted 
November  20,  1945,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively;  also  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2, 1945. 

Existing  prajec;*.— Provides  for  an  entrance  channel  32  feet  by 
500  feet,  about  3.4  miles,  from  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Pensacola  Bay;  two 
parallel  approach  channels  each  30  feet  by  250  feet  by  3,700  feet 
leading  to  opposite  ends  of  Pensacola  Harbor;  an  inner  harbor  chan¬ 
nel  30  feet  by  500  feet  by  3,500  feet,  parallel  to  the  pierhead  line;  an 
approach  channel  30  feet  by  250  feet,  about  1.2  miles,  to  the  pierhead 
line  opposite  Muscogee  wharf;  and  a  channel  21  feet  by  100  feet 
from  Pensacola  Bay  to  mouth  of  Bayou  Chico,  about  1  mile,  thence 
20  feet  by  100  feet,  about  4,400  feet  terminating  at  a  turning  basin 
20  feet  by  500  feet  by  500  feet.  Present  depths  in  Bayou  Chico  are 
15  feet  in  outer  channel  and  14  feet  in  inner  channel  and  turning 
basin.  In  1958  and  1959  the  entrance  channel  was  enlarged  to  37  fe^ 
by  800  feet,  and  an  aircraft  carrier  mooring  basin  35  feet  deep,  of 
about  1,200  acres,  was  dredged  in  lower  Pensacola  Bay  at  Navy  ex¬ 
pense.  The  Gulf  Intercoastal  Waterway,  12  feet  by  125  feet,  crosses 
the  harbor  entrance  channel  in  the  lower  part  of  Pensacola  Bay. 

Navigation  yrohlem. — Controlling  project  depths  and  widths  of 
existing  channels  place  undue  restriction  on  shipping  and  deprive 
Pensacola  of  a  considerable  amount  of  commerce  that  would  other¬ 
wise  move  through  the  port.  This  situation  is  expected  to  become 
more  critical  in  view  of  the  trend  toward  construction  and  use  of 
larger  cargo  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  maintenance  of 
entrance  channel  from  gulf  to  Pensacola  Bay,  about  5  miles,  to  35 
feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide;  maintenance  of  a  channel  along  south 
side  of  aircraft  carrier  mooring  basin,  about  2.5  miles,  to  33  feet  deep 
and  300  feet  wide;  a  bay  channel  33  feet  dep,  300  feet  wide  and  about 
2.1  miles  long;  parallel  approach  channels  to  opposite  ends  of  inner 
harbor  chaimel  about  1.3  and  1.4  miles  long,  each  33  feet  deep  and  300 
feet  wide,  and  flared  at  the  junctions  with  the  inner  harbor  channel; 
and  deepening  the  existing  500-foot-wide  inner  harbor  channel  to  a 
depth  of  33  feet  and  lengthening  it  to  3,950  feet. 

E stimated  cost  {price  level  of  October  1961 )  .—All  Federal,  $424,000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$16,000 

90,000 

$16,000 

90,000 

1,000 

Increased  maintenance _ _ 

Maintenance  of  slips _ _ 

$1,000 

Total _ _ _ 

106,000 

1,000 

107,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savines _ 

162, 000 
40,000 

Maintenance  savings  to  U.S.  Navv 

Total _ 

202,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way,  also  spoil  dis¬ 
posal  areas  and  retaining  dikes;  provide  and  maintain  public  tei’mi- 
nal  and  transfer  facilities;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing 
areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate 
with  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Local  interests  are  willing  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objections. 

Department  of  the  Navy :  No  objections. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  was  advised  that  the  inadequate  depths 
and  widths  of  existing  channels  in  Pensacola  Harbor  are  restrictive 
to  its  use,  and  will  become  more  critical  as  larger  cargo  vessels  are 
placed  in  operation.  The  area  tributary  to  the  port  comprises  parts 
of  northwestern  Florida  and  southern  Alabama,  with  a  population 
of  about  200,000,  but  the  area  is  limited  by  the  competitive  influence  of 
neighboring  deepwater  ports.  Local  representatives  feel  that  deeper 
channels  and  maneuvering  areas  will  attract  commerce  that  is  now 
moved  through  more  distant  ports.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
recommended  improvements  will  provide  adequate  channels  for  larger 
cargo  vessels  now  in  use,  are  justifled  by  the  prospective  benefits,  and 
the  recommended  requirements  of  local  cooperation  are  appropriate. 
Maintenance  of  the  facilities  required  only  by  the  Navy  on  a  reimburs¬ 
able  basis  is  believed  advisable. 

PASCAGOULA  HARBOR,  MISS. 

(H.  Doc  560,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  Mississippi  Sound,  in  elackson  County,  Miss.,  32  miles 
west  of  the  entrance  to  Mobile  Bay,  Ala. 

Authority.- — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  August  21, 
1961 ;  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  August  24,  1961. 

Existing  project. — A  channel  38  feet  deep  and  325  feet  wide  across 
the  outer  bar  at  Horn  Island  Pass,  thence  33  feet  deep  and  275  feet  wide 
across  Mississippi  Sound  and  up  Pascagoula  River  to  a  turning  basin 
of  the  same  depth  having  a  maximum  width  of  950  feet  and  a  length 
of  about  2,000  feet  on  the  west  side  of  the  channel  just  below  the  rail- 

geo  so — ea - 4 
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road  bridge,  thence  22  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  up  Pascagoula  and 
Dog  Rivers  to  Highway  63  bridge  over  Dog  River,  thence  12  feet  deep 
and  125  feet  wide,  via  a  cutoff  channel  through  Robertson  and  Bounds 
Lakes  to  mile  6  on  Dog  River.  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
September  3,  1954,  authorized  modification  of  the  existing  project  in 
accordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  Office,  Chief  of  Engineers. 

N avigation  problem. — Insufficient  depths  limits  the  drafts  of  vessels 
calling  at  the  port  and  the  situation  is  expected  to  become  more  critical 
in  view  of  the  trend  toward  the  use  of  larger  vessels  for  grain  and  oil 
transport. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Pascagoula  Harbor,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  would  have  an  entrance  channel  40  feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide 
from  deep  water  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  through  Horn  Island  Pass, 
including  an  impounding  area  for  littoral  drift  40  feet  deep,  200  feet 
wide,  and  about  1,500  feet  long  adjacent  to  the  channel  at  the  west  end 
of  Petit  Bois  Island;  a  channel  38  feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide  in 
^lississippi  Sound  and  Pascagoula  River  to  the  raih’oad  bridge  at 
Pascagoula,  including  a  turning  basin  2,000  feet  long  and  950  feet 
wide  (including  the  channel  area)  on  the  west  .side  of  the  river  below 
the  railroad  bridge ;  and  a  channel  38  feet  deep  and  225  feet  wide  from 
the  ship  channel  in  Mississippi  Sound  to  the  mouth  of  Bayou  Casotte, 
thence  38  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  for  about  1  mile  to  a  turning 
basin  38  feet  deep,  1,000  feet  wide,  and  1,750  feet  long.  No  dredging 
shall  be  done  by  the  United  States  within  50  feet  of  any  established 
hai'bor  line,  wharf,  or  other  structure. 

Estimated  cost  {pnce  lewel  of  June  1962). — 

Federal _ ^  $4,  870,  000 

Non-Federal -  35,  000 

Total -  ^  4,  950,  OOO 


Total -  "  4,  905,  000 

1  Exclusive  of  $15, OOO  for  aids  to  navigation  provided  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  $30,000 
for  preauthorization  studies. 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annuai  charges: 

lutcrest  and  amortization  _ _  _ 

Additionai  maintenance  dredging—  .  .  . . . 

$138, 000 
165,000 

$1,000 

$139, 000 
155, 000 
2,000 

Additional  maintenance  of  slips  and  retaining  dikes _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

2,000 

293, 000 

3,000 

296,000 

Aimual  benefits: 

Transportation  grain _ _ 

1, 275, 000 
2, 679, 000 

Petroleum  and  petroleum  products-  _  _ _  . 

Total _  - 

3, 954, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 13.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  areas  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  project  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads  and  embankments,  or  the  cost  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damage;  and  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  com¬ 
mensurate  with  project  depths. 
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Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agency. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

State  of  Mississippi :  Favorable. 

Cormnents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  the  Pascagoula  Harbor  project 
of  an  emergency  nature,  and  was  so  considered  in  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1960.  Deeper  channels  are  necessary  for  defense  purposes, 
as  the  Ingalls  Shipbuilding  Corp.  on  Pascagoula  River  are  building 
atomic  submarines,  and  are  allied  with  the  Polaris  program.  A  new 
oil  refinery  is  under  construction  in  the  Bayou  Casotte  area,  and  im¬ 
proved  channels  and  a  turning  basin  to  accommodate  the  oil  tankers 
is  essential.  The  committee  notes  that  the  anticipated  benefits  are 
from  transportation  savings  on  grain  and  petroleum  products.  The 
grain  will  be  moved  in  large  bulk  carriers  and  the  petroleum  products 
in  supertankers,  larger  than  can  now  use  these  channels.  The  com¬ 
mittee  calls  attention  to  the  extremely  high  economic  ratio,  13.4.  This 
is  computed  on  a  100-year  life,  but  even  on  a  60-year  life  basis  the 
project  has  a  very  satisfactory  benefit-cost  ratio  of  11.8. 

MISSISSIPPI  RI^^ER,  BATON  ROUGE  TO  GULF  OF  MEXICO,  LA. 

( S.  Doc.  36,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  reach  of  the  Mississippi  River  under  consideration 
extends  from  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  about  250  miles. 

AuthoHty. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S. 
Senate,  adopted  May  8, 1958. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  navigation  project,  Missis¬ 
sippi  River-Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  provides  for  a  chan¬ 
nel  in  the  Mississippi  River  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from 
Baton  Rouge,  mile  232.6  above  Head  of  Passes,  to  New  Orleans;  thence 
35  feet  deep  and  not  more  than  1,500  feet  wide  measured  from  a  line 
generally  100  feet  from  the  face  of  the  left  bank  wharves  but  not  closer 
than  100  feet  to  wharves  on  the  right  bank  within  the  port  limits  of 
New  Orleans,  mile  104.5  to  mile  86.7 ;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  1,000 
feet  wide  to  mile  0,  Head  of  Passes ;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  800  feet 
wide  through  Southwest  Pass,  to  mile  20.2  below  Head  of  Passes; 
and  thence  40  feet  deep  and  600  feet  wide  through  Southwest  Pass 
Bar  Channel.  Deepening  the  Southwest  Pass  Channel  and  the  South¬ 
west  Pass  Bar  Channel  from  35  to  40  feet,  has  been  initiated.  The 
Mississippi  River  gulf  outlet  project  is  authorized  to  provide  a  36- 
foot  deep  channel  from  New  Orleans  to  the  gulf  via  a  land  cut  east 
of  the  river  and  includes  a  lock  at  New  Orleans  for  access  to  the  Mis- 
sippi  River. 

Navigation  problem. — The  problem  covers  channel  enlargement  of 
Mississippi  River  to  Baton  Rouge  to  allow  economic  loading  of  tank¬ 
ers  and  bulk  carriei'S  of  increasing  size. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project,  Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  La., 
to  provide  for  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  one-tenth 
mile  below  the  Louisiana  Highway  Commission  bridge  at  Baton 
Rouge  to  the  upper  limits  of  the  port  of  New  Orleans  and  within  the 
presently  authorized  35-  by  1,500-foot  channel  in  the  port  limits  of 
New  Orleans. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  September  1959). — 


Federal - $357,  000 

Non-Federal _  None 

Total -  357,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $13^  40() 

Maintenance  and  operation _  275,  000 

Total -  288,400 

Annual  benefits :  Savings  in  transportation _ 1, 310,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.5. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 


Co-mments  of  th-e  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bxvreau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks:  Foreign  and  coastwise  connnerce  on  this  important  trans¬ 
portation  artery  in  the  reach  from  New  Orleans  to  Baton  Rouge  more 
than  doubled  between  1948  and  1958.  Important  industries  such  as 
sugar  refineries,  food  processing  plants,  shipyards,  petroleum  refin¬ 
eries,  chemical  plants,  and  many  others  are  located  in  the  area.  A 
40-foot  channel  is  needed  for  economical  operation  of  the  large  petro¬ 
leum  and  bulk  ore  carriers  now  utilizing  this  section  of  the  nver.  The 
committee  notes  that  many  portions  of  the  river  presently  have  ade¬ 
quate  depth  and  that  the  proposed  plan  requires  work  in  only  a  few 
shoi't  segments  to  provide  a  deeper  channel  to  Baton  Rouge.  The 
proposed  channel  is  amply  justified  and  the  committee  believes  there 
is  an  urgent  need  for  the  improvement. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER,  BATON  ROUGE  TO  THE  GULF  OF  MEXICO,  BARGE  CHANNEL 
THROUGH  DEVILS  SWAMP,  LA.  (BATON  ROUGE  HARBOR) 

This  item  would  modify  the  project  for  the  Baton  Rouge  barge 
canal,  Louisiana,  to  provide  for  suitable  dikes  and  other  retaining 
structures  in  order  to  provide  additional  industrial  sites  with  water 
frontage. 

The  project  for  Baton  Rouge  Harbor  (Devils  Swamp),  authorized 
by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1946,  provides  for  a  slackwater 
channel  for  barge  traffic  and  for  an  industrial  expansion  area  for  the 
port  of  Baton  Rouge.  The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948  authorized  the 
incorporation  of  Baton  Rouge  Harbor  into  the  Mississippi  River  and 
tributaries  project.  Authorized  channel  dimensions  are  12-foot  depth, 
300-foot  width  and  5-mile  length,  2.5  miles  to  be  constructed  initially 
and  the  remaining  2.5  miles  when  development  of  the  initially  con¬ 
structed  portion  warrants  expansion  to  project  limits. 

Dredging  of  the  first  2.5  miles  of  the  channel  to  project  dimensions 
was  completed  in  1959.  At  that  time,  necessary  diking  was  accom¬ 
plished  to  prevent  dredged  spoil  from  flowing  back  into  the  channel. 
However,  authorization  was  not  available  to  construct  dikes  west  of 
t his  area  to  contain  the  fill  for  industrial  development.  Therefore,  the 
dredged  material  was  allowed  to  flow  into  the  adjoining  lowlands  and 
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consequently  the  major  portion  of  the  fill,  which  local  interests  planned 
to  use  as  an  area  for  industrial  development,  was  lost. 

At  the  time  the  final  2.5  miles  of  the  channel  is  dredged,  local  in¬ 
terests  desire  placement  of  the  spoil  westward  of  the  channel  in  order 
to  provide  land  for  industrial  expansion.  However,  in  order  to  place 
this  fill  it  will  be  necessai-y  to  construct  suitable  dikes  and  other  retain¬ 
ing  structures. 

Although  not  required  by  the  project  authorization,  the  Greater 
Baton  Rouge  Port  Commission  voluntarily  agreed  to  contribute  the 
sum  of  $750,000  toward  a  total  cost  of  $1,352,700  for  the  first  2.5-mile 
phase ;  to  date,  the  sum  of  $649,500  has  been  contributed.  In  addition, 
landowners  donated  the  necessary  channel  easements  and  spoil  dis¬ 
posal  areas.  Further,  the  port  commission  constructed  a  barge  ter¬ 
minal  at  a  cost  of  about  $3,657,000-  All  of  these  steps  were  taken  in 
anticipation  of  and  with  the  expectation  that  spoil  from  the  dredging 
would  provide  sites  for  marine  and  industrial  development. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  structures  contemplated  by  this  item  would 
cost  about  $400,000,  with  an  estimated  net  Federal  cost  of  $299,500. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  this  work  to  be  justified  and  a 
local  contribution  of  $100,500  toward  its  cost  to  be  equitable. 

In  view  of  a  heavy  local  contribution,  and  the  fact  that  local  in¬ 
terests  could  have  concentrated  their  voluntary  contribution  on  a  re¬ 
taining  structure  if  it  had  been  realized  that  the  development  sites 
would  not  materialize,  the  committee  recommends  the  additional 
Federal  contributions. 

BATOUS  TERREBONNE,  PETIT  CAILLOTJ,  GRAND  CAILLOU,  DU  LARGE,  AND  CON¬ 
NECTING  CHANNELS,  LOUISIANA,  AND  ATCHAFALAYA  RIVER,  MORGAN 

CITY  TO  THE  GULF  OF  MEXICO 

(H.  Doc.  583, 87th  Cong.) 

Location. — South  central  Louisiana,  south  of  Houma,  La. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1944:  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1945. 

Existing  project. — {a)  Bayou  Terrebonne. — A  channel  6  feet  deep 
below  mean  low  gulf  level,  and  of  a  suitable  width  from  BaiTow  Street 
in  Houma  to  Bush  Canal,  a  distance  of  about  23  miles.  This  is  the 
most  easterly  channel  heading  at  Houma;  (6)  Bayou  Petit  Caillou 
(Little  Caillou  Bayou,  La.). — A  channel  5  feet  deep  below  mean  low 
gulf  level  over  a  40-foot  bottom  width,  from  the  head  of  the  waterway 
at  Bayou  Terrebonne  to  Robinson  Canal,  about  20  miles;  {c)  Bayous 
Grand  Caillou  and  Le  Carpe  (waterway  from  Intracoastal  Waterway 
to  Bayou  Dulac,  La.). — A  channel  5  feet  deep  below  mean  low  gulf 
level  over  a  40-foot  bottom  width,  from  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Water¬ 
way  at  Houma  through  Bayous  Le  Carpe,  Pelton,  and  Grand  Caillou 
to  Bayou  Dulac,  a  distance  of  about  16.2  miles;  {d)  The  Gulf  Intra¬ 
coastal  Waterway. — A  channel  12  feet  deep  over  a  125-foot  bottom 
width;  (e)  Atchafalaya  River,  Morgan  City  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. — 
A  channel  20  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  extending  from  the  20-foot 
depth  contour  in  Atchafalaya  Bay,  near  the  river  mouth,  to  that  depth 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Navigation  problem. — This  area  of  Louisiana  is  served  primarily  by 
waterways  through  the  swamps.  As  the  industries  of  the  area  ex- 


54  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


pand,  it  follows  that  more  and  larger  navigation  channels  wdll  ulti¬ 
mately  be  necessary. 

Recommended  -plan  of  improvemerd. —  (a)  Maintenance  of  the 
Houma  navigation  canal  by  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  a 
channel  15  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  between  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  at  Houma  and  Cat  Island  Pass,  a  distance  of  approximately 
36  miles;  (5)  Enlargement  of  Bayou  Le  Cai-pe  for  the  short  distance 
required  to  provide  a  channel  10  feet  deep  and  45  feet  from  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  to  its  junction  with  the  Houma  navigation 
canal. 

F irst  cost  {May  1961 ) . — 


Houma 

navigation 

canal 

Bayou  Le 
Carpe 

Federal _ 

0) 

$45,000 

32,000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ 

77,000 

'  Maintenance  only. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Houma  navigation  canal,  annual  charges: 

Interest . . 

$1,150 

105,000 

11,000 

$1,900 

300 

$3,050 
750 
105, 000 
11,000 

Amortization _ 

Maintenance _ 

Navigation  aids _ 

Total _ _ 

117,  600 

2,200 

119,800 

Bayou  Le  Carpe,  annual  charges: 

Interest _  . 

1,350 

500 

2,500 

400 

1,300 

200 

2,650 

700 

2,500 

400 

Amortization _ 

Maintenance _ _ 

Navigation  aids _ 

Total.  _ 

4,750 

1,500 

6, 250 

Annual  benefits  from  movements  of — 

Houmanavi- 
gation  canal 

Bayou  Le 
Carpe 

Oil  and  gas  field  material. . 

$80, 460 
141, 100 
2,  720 
38,  520 
44, 200 

$9,600 

Crude  Oil  and  liquid  products. 

Shell _  ' 

Materials  and  personnel  to  offshore  oil  fields  .. 

Shrimping  vessels _ 

Total  annual  benefits 

307, 000 
2.6 

9, 600 
1.0 

Benefit-cost  ratios _ 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  Houma  Xavigation  Canal  and  for  establishment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  re¬ 
quired  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal 
of  spoil; (6)  provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subse¬ 
quent  maintenance  of  Bayou  Le  Cai-pe  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon 
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the  request  of  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil;  (c)  constinct  and  main¬ 
tain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  alterations  to  pipelines, 
cables,  wharves,  and  other  facilities  necessai'y  for  the  enlargement  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  Bayou  Le  Carpe  and  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  completed  Houma  Navigation  Canal;  {d)  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  maintenance 
of  the  completed  Houma  Navigation  Canal,  and  the  construction  of 
the  enlargement  and  subseciuent  maintenance  of  Bayou  Le  Carpe,  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  damages  to  oyster  beds,  damages  from  salt- 
water  intrusion,  and  damages  from  erosion  beyond  the  rigts-of-way 
furnished;  and  (e)  maintain  and  operate  all  bridges  imder  construc¬ 
tion,  or  to  be  constructed,  across  the  Houma  Navigation  Canal  with¬ 
out  cost  to  the  United  States. 

C omments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  area  of  Louisiana  is  rich  in  natural  resources,  and 
is  largely  dependent  on  navigation  channels  and  interconnecting  ca¬ 
nals  for  transportation.  The  region,  both  inland  and  otfshore,  is  rich 
in  oil,  natural  gas,  and  sulfur,  and  much  of  the  tonnage  moved  is  con¬ 
nected  with  development  and  operations  in  the  oilfields.  Federal 
maintenance  of  the  Houma  Navigational  Canal,  and  impi'ovement  of 
the  channel  connection  from  that  canal  to  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  is  believed  desirable  and  is  economically  justified. 

GULF  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY,  LA.  AND  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  556,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  is  a  Federal  shallow- 
draft  project  extending  1,115  miles  from  Apalachee  Bay,  Fla.,  to 
Brownsville,  Tex.,  on  the  Mexican  bordei*. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  June  11, 
1952. 

Existing  project.- — Several  prior  projects  provided  for  inland  water¬ 
ways  5  feet  deep  and  40  feet  wide  from  New  Orleans  to  Sabine  River, 
on  the  Louisiana-Texas  boundary,  and  between  Galveston  Bay  and 
Corpus  Christi,  Tex.  The  River  and  Harbor  Acts  of  1925  and  1927 
provided  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  to  Corpus  Christi,  and  for  an  alternate  channel  of  the  same 
dimensions  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Morgan  City,  La.,  via  the 
Plaquemine  River.  The  existing  dimensions  of  12-foot  depth  and 
minimum  width  of  125  feet  were  provided  for  by  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1942.  The  existing  project  in  Texas  also  provides  for 
nine  feeder  or  tributaiy  channels^  two  side  channels  at  Port  Isabel,  a 
railroad  bridge  over  the  main  channel  near  High  Island,  floodgates 
or  locks  at  the  Brazos  and  Colorado  Rivers,  a  flood-discharge  channel 
in  the  Colorado  River  extending  from  the  main  channel  of  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  near  Matagorda  to  the  Gulf  of  IMexico,  and  a 
harbor  of  refuge  at  Seadrift. 

Navigation  prohlem,. — The  most  serious  navigation  difficulties  re¬ 
sult  from  the  present  width  and  depth  of  the  channel  which  restrict 


56 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FIvOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


efficient  operation  of  marine  equipment.  Several  bends  are  too  sharp 
to  be  negotiated  with  modern  tows  except  at  slow  speed.  A  large 
portion  of  the  power  required  for  towing  is  expended  in  overcoming 
the  drag,  or  friction,  caused  by  the  limited  channel  dimensions.  This 
characteristic  also  increases  vessel  damages  and  insurance  rates.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  tows  experience  difficulty  in  passing  in  the  channel.  In  a 
6-mile  reach  at  Houma,  La.,  the  short  sight  distances  at  several  bends, 
the  narrow  width  of  channel  and  bridge  openings,  and  erosion  of  the 
channel  banks,  make  it  necessary  for  craft  to  proceed  slowly.  How¬ 
ever,  the  delays  that  occur  and  hazards  that  exist  are  not  considered 
sufficient  to  influence  the  future  development  of  traffic. 

RecommeTided  plan  of  improvement. — That  the  existing  project  for 
the  Gulf  Intnvcoastal  I^hitei-way  be  modified  to  provide  for  cliannels 
of  the  following  dimensions  through  the  reaches  listed,  except  at  exist¬ 
ing  locks  and  other  structures  and  through  intensively  developed  areas : 
a  channel  16  feet  deep  and  loO  feet  wide  from  the  Mississippi  River, 
via  Algiers  Canal,  and  a  bypass  route  at  Houma,  La.,  to  Atchafalaya 
River;  a  channel  16  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  through  the  readi 
from  the  Atchafalaya  River  to  the  Sabine  RiATr;  a  channel  16  feet 
deep  and  150  feet  wide  through  the  reach  from  the  Sabine  River  to  the 
Houston  Ship  Channel  with  two  relocations;  a  channel  12  feet  deep 
and  125  feet  wide  through  a  relocated  route  in  Matagorda  Bay  (mile 
454.3  and  mile  471.3) ;  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide 
through  a  relocated  route  in  Corpus  Christi  Bay  (mile  439.4  and  mile 
550) ;  maintenance  of  channel  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  through 
the  existing  Lydia  Ann  Channel  between  Aransas  Bay  and  Aransas 
Pass;  and  maintenance  of  the  existing  waterway  to  12  feet  deep  and 
125  feet  wide  between  mile  50.5  and  mile  63.5,  the  reach  which  would 
be  shunted  by  the  Houma  Bypass. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  December  1960) . — 

Federal - $2.5,  .T40,  000 

Non-Federal _  7,  238.  000 

Total -  32,778,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  . 

$930. 000 
56,000 
6,000 
3.000 

$337, 000 
66, 000 

}- . . 

$1,267,000 

122,000 

9,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration 

Renewed  maintenance  (Lydia  Ann  Channel). 

M  aintcnance  of  navigation  aids 

Total _ _ 

995, 000 

403. 000 

1.398.000 

Annual  benefits:  Savings  in  navigation  costs.. 

3,008,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — ^Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  sub¬ 
sequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the 
request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Accomplish  and  maintain,  with¬ 
out  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  alterations  to  pipelines,  cables,  and 
any  other  utilities  necessary  for  the  constmction  of  the  project;  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  all  bridges  desired  in  connection  with 
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the  bypass  route  around  Hoiuna,  La.;  and  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  resulting  from  the  construction  work  and 
the  maintenance  of  the  channels. 

C omments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  has  developed  over 
the  years  from  channel  6  feet  deep  to  its  present  authorized  depth  of 
12  feet.  Present  commerce  on  the  waterway  exceeds  60  million  tons. 
Industry  in  the  region  is  increasing  rapidly.  Mineral  production  con¬ 
sists  of  petroleum,  gas,  sulfur,  cement  materials,  clay,  gypsum,  and 
salt.  Petroleum  represents  80  percent  of  the  mineral  production. 
The  annual  production  of  fisheries  in  the  coastal  waters  is  about 
325,000  tons.  There  are  10  deep-water  ports  in  the  region,  including 
N  ew  Orleans,  with  connections  with  the  interior.  The  recommended 
project  provides  for  improving  the  channel  to  a  16-foot  depth  from 
the  Mississippi  River  to  the  Houston  Ship  Channel,  and  two  12-foot 
channel  relocations  in  Corpus  Christi  Bay  and  Matagorda  Bay.  The 
waterway  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  the  Houston  Ship  Channel 
now  carries  about  40  million  tons  of  commerce  annually.  Large  sav¬ 
ings  in  annual  transportation  costs  will  result.  The  committee  con¬ 
siders  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterways,  and  its  connection  with  the 
inland  waterways  system  is  vital  to  the  economy  of  the  Nation.  The 
present  widths  and  depths,  and  sharp  bends  restrict  efficient  operation 
of  modern  tows.  The  project  is  amply  justified,  the  allocation  of  costs 
between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests  appears  appropriate  and 
the  committee  heartily  endorses  the  project.  However,  the  committee 
suggests  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  consider  further  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  channel  in  the  i-each  from  the  Sabine-Neches  Waterway  to 
the  Houston  Ship  Channel  to  a  width  of  200  feet  in  lieu  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  150  feet.  Further,  the  Committee  believes  the  discretionary 
authority  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  should  be  interpreted  to  apply  but 
not  be  limited  to  the  improvements  of  the  existing  channels  at  pro¬ 
posed  channel  relocation  sites  in  lieu  of  such  relocations. 

CALCASIEU  ELVER  SALT  WATER  BARRIER,  LOUISIANA 
(H.  Doc.  582,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Southwestern  corner  of  Louisiana. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  and  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1945. 

Existing  f  roject. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Calcasieu  River 
provides  for  an  approach  channel  42  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide  from 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  the  jetty  channel;  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and 
400  feet  wide  to  the  wharves  of  the  port  of  Lake  Charles  (mile  34) ;  a 
channel  35  feet  deep  and  250  feet  wide  to  the  vicinity  of  the  U.S.  High¬ 
way  90  bridge  (mile  36.2)  ;  improvement  of  the  river  upstream  to 
Phillips  Bluff  (mile  85.9)  by  removing  logs,  snags,  overhanging  trees, 
and  by  dredging;  a  mooring  basin  40  feet  deep  at  about  mile  3,  and 
turning  basins  40  feet  deep  and  35  feet  deep  at  miles  29.6  and  36.2, 
respectively ;  and  a  12-foot  by  200-foot  channel  from  the  ship  channel 
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to  Cameron,  La.  Tlie  F'ederal  project  for  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Water¬ 
way,  which  crosses  the  Calcasieu  lliver  at  mile  22.5,  provides,  among 
other  things,  for  the  construction  of  a  salt  water  guard  lock  in  the 
Avaterway  about  0.5  mile  east  of  the  river.  The  lock  protects  the 
Mermentau  Liver  Jhisin  from  intrusion  of  .salt  Avater  from  the  Cal¬ 
casieu  LiA'er. 

ProhJein. — Land  suitable  for  rice  irrigation  has  been  contaminated 
by  salt  intrusion  or  by  continued  application  of  riA'er  Avater  Avith  a 
salt  content  Avhich  has  permitted  accumulation  of  salt  in  the  soil  and 
thereby  limiting  or  prohibiting  rice  production. 

Recoirwiended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Construction  of  a  salt  Avater 
barrier  system  consisting  of  a  diversion  channel  and  control  structure; 
a  navigation  channel  Avith  gate  structure  having  a  single  pair  of  sector 
gates  AAuth  a  horizontal  clear  opening  of  56  feet  and  a  sill  elevation  of 
—  13;  closure  of  the  existing  river  channel  by  an  earthen  dam  in  the 
l)end  of  the  river  to  be  abandoned ;  and  protective  revetment  of  the  left 
bank  of  the  riATr  aboAT  the  head  of  the  divereion  channels. 

First  cost  {price  levels  October  1961) . — 

Federal _ $.3,310,000 

Nou-Federal _  43,  000 


Total _  3,  353,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-P'ederal 

Total 

Annu  il  charges: 

Interest _ _  .  _ _  _  . 

$87,  780 
33, 080 
59,  260 
2, 180 

$1,720 

280 

$89,  .500 
33,  360 
59,260 
2,180 

Amortization  . . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation.  . .  ...  _ 

Other  (replacement) .  . .  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

182,  300 

2,000 

184,300 

Annual  benefits:  From  prevention  of  damage  resulting  from 
salt  water  intrusion . 

270.000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  Avithout  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-AAuiy  required  for  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  Avithout  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities,  pipelines,  roads, 
or  other  facilities  made  necessary  by  the  improvements;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  Avork 
and  operation  of  the  projects;  and  keep  the  riA'er  bendway  channel 
between  the  closure  dam  at  about  mile  43.2  and  the  mouth  of  the  cut¬ 
off  channel  at  about  38.8  free  from  pollution  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
State  of  Louisiana  Stream  Control  Commission  Avithout  cost  to  the 
United  States. 

Co7mne-nts  of  the  State  aiid  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Noted  that  the  improve¬ 
ments  proposed  means  of  mitigating  adverse  effects  of  a  preA'iously 
constructed  project  and  believed  that  since  local  interests  were  aAvare 
that  unmitigated  damages  might  occur,  but  concurred  in  the  project, 
there  is  an  implied  willingness  to  accept  the  project-induced  damages 
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to  obtain  tlie  project  benefits.  The  Burean  further  believed  it  reason¬ 
able  in  this  case  to  consider  provision  of  measures  to  relieve  conse¬ 
quential  damages  from  adverse  effects  not  as  part  of  the  original  proj¬ 
ect,  but  rather  as  a  separate  project  under  policies  applicable  to  con- 
conditions  of  Federal  participation  and  cost  sharing  for  the  purpose 
served  by  the  proposed  mitigation  measures;  and,  that,  unless  there 
are  com])elling  reasons  not  evident  from  the  record,  the  Calcasieu 
River  salt  Avater  harrier  should  be  viewed  as  a  project  for  irrigation 
water  supply,  with  appropriate  terms  of  repayment.  Subject  to  con¬ 
sideration  of  these  views,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection 
to  submission  of  tlie  report  to  the  Congress. 

Recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.- — The  Secretary  of 
the  Army  in  his  letter  of  transmittal  to  the  Congress,  dated  September 
24,  1962,  recommended  that  in  keeping  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  the  nature  of  the  project  of  which  the  salt  water 
barrier  system  will  comprise  a  part,  the  proposal  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  be  modified  to  provide  that  local  interests  bear  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  constnxction  of  the  salt  water  barrier  system,  an  amount 
presently  estimated  at  $1,655,000. 

Remarks. — -The  city  of  Lake  Charles  is  the  location  of  several  major 
oil  refineries,  chemical  processing  industries,  and  other  major  indus¬ 
trial  developments.  The  40-foot  channel  permits^  the  oceangoing 
tankers  to  reach  the  other  great  ports  of  our  Nation,  and  foreign 
ports.  The  port,  has  a  strategic  and  defense  value,  and  its  commerce  is 
increasing.  Lake  Charles  is  located  in  an  important  rice-growing 
area,  where  water  from  the  Calcasieu  River  is  used  for  irrigation. 
Salt  water  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  enters  the  river  through  the  deep- 
draft  navigation  channel.  A  salt  water  guard  lock  in  the  Intra¬ 
coastal  Wateinvay  east  of  the  Calcasieu  River  protects  the  Mennentau 
River  Basin  from  salt  water  intrusion.  The  committee  believes  that 
the  recommended  salt  water  barrier  in  the  Calcasieu  River  is  necessary 
and  justified,  and  recommends  its  authorization. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AT  CLARKSVILLE,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  552,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Clarksville,  Mo.,  is  located  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  about  273  miles  upstream  from  the  Ohio  River  and  im¬ 
mediately  below  lock  and  dam  24. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Lock  and  dam  24  was  authorized  by  River  and 
Harbor  Act  July  3,  1930,  and  placed  in  operation  in  May  of  1940. 

Navigation  problem. — The  channel  in  front  of  Clarksville  has  be¬ 
come  silted  up  because  of  the  position  of  the  lock  24  guidewall  which 
prevents  any  sluicing  action  by  the  Mississippi  River.  In  addition  a 
sewerage  problem  has  developed  from  lack  of  sanitary  sewers  empty¬ 
ing  into  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  most  economical  and 
practical  means  of  restoring  waterfront  depths  and  eliminating  the 
sewer  problem  Avould  be  by  removal  of  38,000  cubic  yards  of  silt  ini¬ 
tially  and  about  15,000  cubic  yards  at  5-year  intervals.  If  the 
United  States  is  to  compensate  for  damages  it  is  recommended  that 
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sole  compensation  be  made  by  cash  payment  representing  the  cost  of 
remedial  work  and  the  capitalized  annual  cost  of  maintenance. 

Estimated  cost  {■price  level  of  June  1961). — Federal,  $103,300. 

Project  economics. — Annual  charges,  not  applicable;  annual  bene¬ 
fits,  not  applicable;  project  is  remedial  in  nature. 

Benef  t-cost  ratio. — Not  applicable. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  a  release  from  all  past  and  future 
claims  against  the  construction,  and  operation  and  maintenance,  of  the 
Mississippi  Kiver  9-foot  j^roject. 

Comments  of  the  State  arid  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes,  in  accordance  with  the  desires 
of  local  interests,  that  compensation  should  be  made  by  a  cash  pay¬ 
ment  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  remedial  work  and  the  capitalized  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  maintenance  which  otherwise  would  be  undertaken  at 
Federal  expense. 

SANDY  SLOUGH,  LINCOLN  COUNTY,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  419,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Adjacent  to  the  right  bank  of  Mississippi  River  at  lock 
and  dam  No.  25. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — None. 

N avigation  problem. — In  1938,  an  earth  closure  dike  was  constructed 
along  the  slough  to  contain  the  pool  of  dam  25 ;  Mississippi  River  sys¬ 
tems.  Stages  at  the  mouth  of  Sandy  Slough,  as  effected  by  pool  opera¬ 
tions  of  dams  25  and  26,  vary  from  419.0  to  429.7  above  mean  sea  level. 
Flash  floods,  principally  in  the  Sandy  Creek  Basin,  are  the  major  cause 
of  silt  in  Sandy  Slough.  There  is  no  longer  a  well-defined  channel  in 
the  slough,  and  small  boats  are  limited  to  its  lower  reaches  at  minimum 
pool  stages.  Docks  which  originally  were  located  at  the  foot  of  high 
banks  are  no  longer  usable  because  of  the  accumulation  of  silt.  Along 
the  right  bank  there  are  116  club  houses,  picnic  areas,  and  accompany¬ 
ing  recreational  facilities.  As  a  result  of  the  unfavorable  environment, 
caused  by  silting  of  the  slough,  property  values  have  not  kept  pace 
with  those  in  more  favorable  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Remedial  work  to  consist  of 
dredging  a  channel  with  a  bottom  width  of  60  feet,  a  depth  varying  up 
to  4  feet,  and  a  length  of  3.2  miles. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  July  I960).— 

Federal - $195,000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 


Total 


201,000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$7,800 

4,500 

$300 

$8, 100 
6,000 

500 

Total _ 

12,300 

800 

13, 100 

Annual  benefits:  Plan  of  improvement  will  remedy  the  injurious 
effects  of  the  Mississippi  River  navigation  project. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Not  applicable. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  assure  availability 
of  slough  to  public  for  navigation  and  recreation ;  prohibit  dock  con¬ 
struction  within  channel  limits ;  and  remove  snags  and  other  material 
not  a  part  of  normal  silting. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  remedial  meas¬ 
ures  will  restore  the  slough  to  its  prior  condition,  permit  its  use  by 
small  boats,  and  is  considered  equitable. 

SABINE-NECHES  WATERWAY,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  553,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  located  in  the  southeast 
corner  of  Texas  about  225  miles  west  of  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  65 
miles  east  of  Galveston,  Tex.,  provides  deepwater  access  to  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  for  Port  Arthur,  Beaumont,  and  Orange,  Tex. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
channel  37  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide  from  deepwater  in  the  gulf 
through  the  outer  bar  decreasing  to  36  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide 
through  Sabine  Pass,  thence  36  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  Port 
Arthur  and  to  the  mouth  of  the  Neches  River,  decreasing  to  350  feet 
wide  in  the  Neches  River  to  Beaumont;  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  200 
feet  wide  across  the  north  end  of  Sabine  Lake  and  up  the  Sabine  River 
to  Orange.  It  also  includes  stone  jetties  at  the  Sabine  Pass  entrance, 
tumhig  basins  at  Port  Arthur  and  Beaumont,  modification  of  the 
bridge  at  Port  Arthur  by  extending  the  east  approach  to  span  the 
widened  Sabine-Neches  Oanal  and  other  related  improvements. 

Navigation  problems. — The  existing  channel  to  Port  Arthur  and 
Beaumont  is  inadequate  for  the  operation  of  fully  loaded  tankers 
greater  than  27,000  deadweight  tons  which  are  replacing  the  older 
tankers  in  the  coastwise  movement  of  petroleum.  Also,  the  bascule 
span  of  the  Port  Arthur  Bridge  is  a  bottleneck  to  traffic  in  the  Sabine- 
Neches  Canal  and  its  location  in  the  westerly  half  of  the  channel 
makes  navigating  that  reach  hazardous. 
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Recoimnended  flan  of  improvement. — The  reGommended  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  deepening  the  channel  to  42  feet  from  the  gulf  across  the 
Sabine  Bank  into  the  jetty  channel,  thence  a  depth  or  40  feet  in  all 
inland  channels  to  Port  Arthur  and  to  the  Beaumont  turning  basin, 
including  the  Sabine  Pass  anchorage  basin,  Port  Arthur  turning 
basins  including  airproach  and  connecting  channels;  widening  the 
Port  Arthur  Canal  to  500  feet  and  the  channel  from  the  mouth  of 
the  Neches  River  to  the  Beaumont  turning  basin  to  a  width  of  400 
feet;  three  turning  points  at  junctions  of  channel  cutotfs  with  natural 
bends  in  the  Neches  River;  maintenance  of  a  short  reach  of  former 
])roject  channel  in  the  Neches  River;  a  shallow-draft  extension  12 
feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  in  the  Sabine  River  from  the  upstream 
end  of  the  existing  project  to  a  point  near  Echo,  Tex.,  and  replace¬ 
ment  of  the  obstructive  bridge  at  Port  Arthur. 

Estimated  cost  {  price  level  of  March  1962) . — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

$20,  641,000 
289,000 

$1, 378, 000 
170,000 

$21,919,000 

459,000 

Shallow-draft  extension _ 

Total _ 

20,830,000 

1, 548, 000 

22, 378,  OOO 

Project  economics: 

Annual  charges: 

Deep-draft  channel: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

636,000 
620, 000 

76,000 

24,000 

712,000 

644,000 

Total _ 

1, 256, 000 

100,000 

1,356,000 

Shallow-draft  extension: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

8,000 

1,000 

6,000 

14,000 

1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ 

9,000 

6,000 

15,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Deep-draft  channel: 

Savings  in  tanker  operation . . . . . 

2, 173, 000 
160,000 

Reduced  hazards _ 

Total.  ...1. _ _ _ 

2,333,000 

28,000 

Shallow-draft  extension:  Savings  in  operation _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Deep-draft  channel,  1.7;  shallow-draft  exten¬ 
sion,  1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  spoil  disposal  areas  with  suitable  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankinents;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
make  alterations  to  pipelines,  powerlines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and  high¬ 
way  facilities,  except  replacement  of  the  bridge  at  Port  Arthur;  fur¬ 
nish  the  necessaij  rights-of-way  and  easements  required  for  relocating 
the  highway  bridge  at  Port  Arthur  and  contribute,  in  cash,  a  shai-e 
of  its  construction  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $220,000  for  the 
expired  service  of  the  existing  bridge,  but  excluding  the  cost  for  special 
benefits  and  betterments  attributable  to  highway  use  which  depend 
upon  final  desi^i ;  assume  all  obligations  of  ownership,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  replacement  highway  bridge  at  Port  Arthur ;  pro¬ 
vide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local 
access  channels  commensurate  with  depths  in  the  related  project  areas. 
Local  interests  liave  indicated  their  willingi^ess  and  ability  to  meet 
these  requirements. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  63 


Comimnis  of  the  State  and  Fed^eral  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce  :  Favorable. 

State  of  Textrs:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  Sabine-Neches  Waterway  serves  the  ports  of  Beau¬ 
mont,  Orange,  and  Port  Arthur  in  which  are  located  several  major 
oil  refineries,  chemical  processing  industries,  and  other  major  develop¬ 
ments.  A  large  volume  of  commerce  moves  over  the  waterway  an¬ 
nually  and  this  is  expected  to  increase  significantly  in  the  future. 
About  60  jiercent  of  the  tonnage  on  the  waterway  is  petroleum  and 
petroleum  products  moving  to  east  coast  ports  in  lai’ge  oceangoing 
tankers  and  the  proposed  deepening  and  widening  is  believed  desir¬ 
able.  A  shallow-draft  extension  in  the  Sabine  River  above  Orange, 
Tex.,  is  also  justified  and  believed  desirable. 

W.4LLISVinLE  RESERVOm,  TRINITY  RIVER,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  215,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Trinity  River  rises  in  north-central  Texas  and  flows  in 
a  southerly  direction  for  about  700  miles  and  empties  into  Trinity  Bay, 
a  part  of  Galveston  Bay.  Wallisville  Dam  would  be  located  in  Cham¬ 
bers  County  near  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and  narboi*s 
adopted  March  31,  1944,  and  February  28,  1945;  resolution.  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  adopted  January  20,  1958;  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958. 

Existing  froject.- — The  authorized  Federal  navigation  project  for 
the  lower  Trinity  River  provides  for  a  sea-level  channel  9  by  150  feet 
extending  from  the  gulf  up  to  the  town  of  Liberty,  a  distance  of  49 
miles. 

Problems. — Adequate  and  dependable  navigation  is  vital  to  support 
the  economy  of  the  area;  similarly,  water  conservation  for  municipal 
and  industrial  uses  is  important  to  the  present  and  future  growth. 
A  barrier  against  salt  water  intrusion  is  of  major  importance  to  pre¬ 
serve  fresh  water,  particularly  for  irrigation  of  the  rice  crop,  which 
largely  sustains  the  local  economy. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Recommended  plan  consists 
of  a  small  reservoir  (total  capacity  55,700  acre-feet)  for  purposes  of 
water  conservation,  navigation,  prevention  of  salt  water  intrusion, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife.  Also  recommended  is  a  diversion 
channel  with  appurtenant  lock  for  navigation  purposes.  Further, 
that  careful  consideration  be  given  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  providing  for  acquisition  of  about 
2,000  additional  acres  of  land  for  purposes  of  a  national  wildlife 
refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

Estimated  cost  {pHce  level  of  J anuary  1959) . — 

Federal _ '  $9. 1«2,  000 

Non-Fedenil _  (*) 

Total _  9, 162,  000 

1  Exclusive  of  c-ost  of  lands  for  wildlife  refuge  purposes,  estimated  at  .f400,000. 

2  Local  reimbursable  costs  currently  estimated  at  $1,6S2„000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization -  $347,  200 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _  164,  700 


Total -  511,  900 

Annual  benefits : 

Salinity  control -  250,  000 

Navigation -  376,  000 

Water  supply -  149, 300 

Fish  and  wildlife  conservation _  29,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _  184,  OOO 

General  recreation _  307,  000 


Total -  1,295,300 


Beneiit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Eeimburse  the  United  States  all  costs  allocated 
to  water  conservation  and  one-half  the  costs  allocated  to  salinity  con¬ 
trol,  the  totals  bein^  currently  estimated  at  $1,682,000  for  construction 
and  $27,200  annually  for  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  HEW :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  Bureau 
expects  that  prior  to  request  for  construction  funds,  project  costs 
would  be  reallocated  to  conform  with  then  current  administration 
standards. 

The  committee  has  approved  the  Wallisville  Reservoir  project  in 
Texas.  However,  in  reviewing  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
it  is  noted  that  there  is  a  proposal  for  the  acquisition  of  land  for  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir.  Since  long- 
range  plans  for  the  development  of  national  wildlife  refuges  at  reser¬ 
voirs  have  not  been  completed,  it  is  the  recommendation  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  no  land  be  acquired  for  such  purposes  at  this  time. 

gulf  INTRA coastal  waterway - CHANNEL  TO  I’AI.ACTOS,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc  No.  564,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Palacios,  Tex.,  is  located  in  Matagorda  County  on  the 
west  shore  of  Trespalacios  Bay  about  96  miles  southwest  of  Galveston 
and  97  miles  northeast  of  Corpus  Christi. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  adopted  September  13, 1944. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  ])roiect  provides  for  a  chan¬ 
nel  9  feet  deep,  100  feet  wide  and  about  13.5  miles  long  extending  from 
the  main  channel  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Watei'way  across  Matagor¬ 
da  and  Tiespalacios  Bays  to  a  turning  basin  at  Palacios,  Tex. 

Navigation  proljlem. — The  present  channel  is  inadequate  for  the 
large  fishing  boats  that  operate  in  the  Gulf  of  INIexico  and  for  fully 
loaded  barges  operating  in  the  Gulf  Jntracoastal  Waterway.  Also 
prevailing  winds  generate  considerable  wave  action  in  the  turning 
basins  making  vessel  maneuvering  difficult  during  periods  of  strong 
Avinds. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  65 


Recovvinended  plan  of  im,pro'vement.-—Pvo\\d^s,  for  a  channel  12  feet 
deep  and  125  feet  wide  extending  from  the  main  channel  of  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  in  Matagorda  Bay  to  the  turning  basins  at 
Palacios,  two  protective  breakwaters  at  the  entrance  to  the  turning 
basins,  and  deepening  and  maintaining  the  two  turning  basins  and 
connecting  channel  to  12  feet  with  dimensions  of  200  feet  by  700  feet 
in  turning  basin  No.  1,  300  feet  by  1,150  feet  in  turning  basin  No.  2, 
and  150  feet  to  480  feet  wide  by  450  feet  long  in  the  connecting  chan¬ 
nels. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Octoher  1961) . — 

Federal - $818,  000 

Noil-Federal _ 70,  000 

Total - 888,  000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$23, 500 
15, 000 
6,000 

$3, 000 

$26, 500 
15,000 
6,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Navigation  aids-__ _  _  .  . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

44, 500 

3,000 

47,  500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ _ 

41, 000 
14, 000 

Reduced  hazards _ 1 _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

55, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way, 
and  spoil  disposal  areas  which  have  been  suitably  diked;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  make  alterations  to  pipe¬ 
lines,  powerlines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and  highway  facilities;  continue 
to  provide  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all;  and 
provide  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  project  depths. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Texas :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  in  view  of  the  relatively  mar¬ 
ginal  economic  justification  of  the  project  and  the  olivious  difficulty 
of  predicting  benefits  over  a  period  as  long  as  100  years,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  would  expect  that  the  project,  if  authorized,  would  be 
reevaluated  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction. 

Rem.arhs. — The  recommendation  to  modify  the  existing  project  by 
constructing  this  branch  channel  to  the  same  dimensions  as  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  with  which  it  connects  is  logical.  Palacios 
is  the  distribution  center  for  a  1.000  square  mile  area.  Oilfield  equip¬ 
ment  and  supplies  are  received  by  barge  and  crude  oil  shipped.  Four 
seafood  processing  plants  serve  the  fishing  fleets  operating  from  the 
Matagorda  Bay  area.  The  enlarged  channel  would  increase  the  safety 
and  efficiency  of  the  barge  traffic  and  larger  fishing  vessels  operating 
in  the  channel.  The  protective  breakwaters  at  the  entrance  to  the 
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turning  basins  will  reduce  damages  to  vessels  during  periods  of  strong 
winds  or  storms.  The  committee  believes  the  proposed  improvement 
is  desirable  and  justified. 

GULF  intracoastal  WATERWAY  CHANNEL  TO  VICTORIA,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  288,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  channel  to  Victoria  is  located  in  the  south  central 
part  of  Texas  about  55  miles  northeast  of  Corpus  Christi  and  95  miles 

southwest  of  Freeport,  Tex.  t-.  ,  i-  i 

Authority. — Kesolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  vvorks  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  June  3, 1959. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  sea  level  channel  9  feet  deep  and 
100  feet  wide  extending  northwestward  about  35  miles  from  the  Gulf 
Intercoastal  Waterway  to  a  turning  basin  about  7  miles  south  of  Vic¬ 
toria,  and  a  side  channel  about  2  miles  long  to  a  turning  basin  at  Sea- 
drift.  The  project  is  essentially  completed  as  far  as  the  Missouri 
Pacific  Railroad  crossing  at  about  channel  mile  29  including  the  side 
channel  to  Seadrift.  Work  is  underway  on  a  3-mile  segment  above 
the  railroad  crossing  leaving  almost  3  miles  of  channel  and  the  turn¬ 
ing  basin  at  Victoria  to  be  started. 

Prollerti. — Local  interests  desire  modification  of  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation  for  the  authorized  project  to  conform  with  cur¬ 
rent  policy  concerning  construction  of  railroad  bridges  over  naviga¬ 
tion  channels  dredged  in  land  cuts  and  construction  and  maintenance 
of  turning  basins. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  Federal  Government 
construct  the  bridge  for  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  crossing  at 
channel  mile  29.2 ;  dredge  and  maintain  a  turning  basin  9  feet  deep, 
with  average  width  of  600  feet  and  average  len^h  of  780  feet  near 
Victoria,  Tex. ;  and  maintain  a  turning  basin  9  feet  deep,  250  feet  wide, 
and  300  feet  long  at  Seadrift,  Tex. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960) . — 

Railroad  bridge _ 300,  000 

Victoria  tui’ning  basin -  290,  000 


Total _  '"’^O,  000 


Project  cost  as 
presently 
authorized 

Proposed 

modification 

Project  cost  in¬ 
cluding  proposed 
modification 

$6, 649, 000 
6, 486, 000 

+$1, 590, 000 
-1,590,000 

$8, 139, 000 
4, 896.000 

Non-Federal - - - - - 

.  .  _ 

13,035,000 

13,035,000 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  I’ights-of-way 
required  for  construction  of  the  railroad  bridge,  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  Victoria  turning  basin,  and  for  maintenance  of 
the  turning  basin  at  Seadrift,  including  suitable  areas  for  disposal  of 
spoil  (adequately  diked  and  bulkhead);  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  bear  all  costs  of  owning,  operating  and 
maintaining  the  new  railroad  bridge  and  related  sections  of  railroad 
embankment  and  track;  make  alterations  in  pipelines,  powerlines, 
utility  lines,  cables  and  highway  facilities  in  connection  with  work  at 
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the  Victoria  and  Seadrift  turning  basin ;  and  provide  adequate  public 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annua!  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

$320,000 
193, 000 

$262, 000 

0 

$682, 000 
193,000 

Total _ _ _ 

513, 000 

262,000 

776,000 

Annual  benefits: 

General  navigation  benefits _ 

1,272,000 

15,000 

160,000 

Fiood  damages  prevented _ 

Increased  land  utilization  due  to  prevention  of  flooding 

Total _ _ _ 

1,447,000 

Benef,t-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  project  was  initially  authorized  in  the  Fivers  and 
Harbors  Act  of  1945.  Subsequent  to  this  authorization  it  has  been  the 
policy  of  the  Congress  to  recognize  that  bridges  across  new,  artificial 
waterways  and  that  turning  basins  are  necessary  and  integral  parts  of 
a  waterway  project  and  the  costs  should  be  borne  by  the  United  States. 
The  Committee  believes  that  since  construction  of  the  project  was 
initiated  after  adoption  of  the  new  policy  and  construction  is  still 
underway,  it  would  be  equitable  to  relieve  local  interests  of  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  construct  the  railroad  bridge  and  the  turning  basin  and 
for  these  costs  to  be  assumed  by  the  United  States. 

ILLINOIS  WATERWAY,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  31,  86th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Illinois  Waterway  provides  a  channel  for  barge 
navigation  between  the  Mississippi  Kiver,  38  miles  above  St.  Louis, 
and  Lake  Michigan  at  Chicago. 

Report  authorized  by. — House  Fivers  and  Harbors  Committee 
resolution  adopted  March  16,  1943 ;  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  March  24,  1956. 

Exiting  project. — Provides  for  nine  locks  and  six  dams;  navigation 
channel  9  feet  deep  in  the  Illinois  and  Des  Plaines  Fivers  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Illinois  Fiver  to  Lockport,  a  distance  of  291.1  miles; 
upstream  extension  and  branch  channels  9  feet  deep  in  the  Chicago 
Sanita^  and  Ship  Canal,  Chicago  Fiver,  Calumet-Sag  Channel, 
Little  Calumet  Fiver,  Calumet  Fiver,  and  Grand  Calumet  Fiver; 
and  appurtenant  improvements  including  bridge  changes.  The  pro¬ 
ject  is  complete  except  for  construction  of  two  locks,  one  on  Calumet 
Fiver  and  other  on  Grand  Calumet  Fiver  and  improvements  of  the 
branch  channel  in  the  Grand  Calumet  Fiver. 
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Navigation  frohlem. — Commerce  on  the  Illinois  Kiver  has  increased 
since  the  improved  waterway  to  Chicago  was  opened  from  about  1.7 
million  tons  in  1935  to  21.4  million  tons  in  1955.  Most  of  the  traffic 
delays  now  occur  at  the  locks  because  many  tows  requii’e  rearrange¬ 
ment  to  permit  a  single  lockage  and  the  larger  tows  must  make  a 
double  lockage.  The  congestion  at  the  locks  resulting  from  these 
delays  will  be  moi’e  critical  as  the  traffic  increases. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  existing  pro¬ 
ject  to  provide  for  construction  of  supplemental  locks,  110  feet  wide 
and  1,200  feet  long,  at  the  seven  existing  lock  sites  on  the  Illmois  and 
Des  Plaines  Eivers.  (The  first  two  locks  estimated  to  be  needed  by 
1968  and  the  last  three  by  1977.) 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1957).— A\\  Federal, 
$114,652,000. 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges _ $-1,  5!)4,  300 

Annual  benefits _  22, 320,  000 

(All  transportation  savings.) 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provided  that  prior  to  construction  local  in¬ 
terests  agree  that  they  will  assume  title  to,  and  maintain  and  operate 
the  new  bridge  across  the  lower  approach  to  the  Brandon  Road  lock 
when  the  bridge  is  placed  in  service. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service :  No  interest  in  project. 

State  of  Illinois:  Concurs  in  conclusions  and  recoimnendations. 

Com7nents  of  the  Bureau,  of  the  Budget. — Notes  that  commerce  on 
the  waterway  has  increased  at  a  rapid  rate  since  1935;  however,  it 
states  that  a  projection  of  the  past  rate  of  growth  is  by  no  means 
certain.  The  BOB  does  not  question  the  economic  justification,  but 
considers  authorization  10  to  19  years  in  advance  of  the  need  is  pre¬ 
mature  and  accordingly  urges  that  the  report  be  regarded  only  as  a 
study  of  future  need,  and  that  the  estimates  on  commerce  and  aver¬ 
age  tons  per  lockage  be  brought  up  to  date  in  a  future  report  to  Con¬ 
gress  in  5  years. 

Remarhs. — The  committee  notes  the  exceedingly  high  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  4.9  for  this  project.  It  also  notes  the  comments  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  which  questions  the  estimates  of  traffic  growth, 
and  that  another  report  be  submitted  to  Congress  in  5  years.  Since 
almost  4  years  of  the  5-year  period  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  referred 
to  has  elapsed,  the  committee  sees  no  necessity  of  submitted  another 
report  in  the  near  future.  It  recommends  authorization  of  $40  mil¬ 
lion  for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project  at  this 
time. 

kaskjvskia  river,  ill. 

( S.  Doc.  44, 87th  Cong. ) 

DESCRIPTION  or  PROJECT 

Location. — The  Kaskaskia  River  rises  in  Champaign  County  in 
eastern  Illinois  and  flows  southwesterly  about  325  miles  to  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  at  a  point  60  miles  downstream  from  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  a 
short  distance  above  Chester,  Ill. 
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Authority  for  report. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution 
adojDted  August  17,  1954.  The  report  has  been  transmitted  to  Con¬ 
gress  and  printed  as  Senate  Document  44,  87th  Congress. 

Existing  project. — The  original  Federal  improvement  of  the  river 
for  navigation  by  deepening  to  3  feet  to  mile  12,  and  removing  snags 
to  mile  22,  was  abandoned  in  1895.  The  river  is  not  used  by  com¬ 
mercial  craft  at  the  present  time.  The  existing  Federal  project  for 
flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  the  Kaskaskia  River  provides  for 
dams  and  reservoirs  at  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville,  and  levees  between 
Cowden_  and  Vandalia,  below  Carlyle,  and  New  Athens.  Carlyle 
Reservoir  is  under  construction  and  planning  is  underway  on  the 
Shelbyville  project.  Work  has  not  started  on  the  levee.  The  reser¬ 
voirs,  in  addition  to  reducing  floodflows,  would  aid  navigation  by 
augmenting  flows  in  the  INIississippi  River,  provide  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply,  benefit  fish  and  wildlife,  and  afford  opportu¬ 
nity  for  recreational  developments. 

A avigation  problems. — -Local  interests  desire  a  9-foot  navigation 
channel  in  the  lower  50  miles  of  the  Kaskaskia  River  to  facilitate  the 
outbound  movements  of  coal  and  grain,  and  to  augment  the  local 
economy. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  9  feet 
deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  mouth  of  Kaskaskia  River  to  Fayette¬ 
ville,  Ill.,  by  enlarging  the  present  channel  where  required,  and  mak¬ 
ing  overbank  cuts  to  eliminate  sharp  bends ;  and  a  dam  at  mile  4  with 
a  single  lock  84  feet  wide  and  600  feet  long.  The  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  also  provides  for  modification  of  the  storage  allocations  in  the 
Carlyle  and  Shelbyville  Reservoirs,  to  provide  water  for  Kaskaskia 
River  navigation  in  lieu  of  Mississippi  River  navigation;  and  future 
reallocation  of  storage  in  the  two  reservoirs  when  additional  water  is 
needed  for  navigation,  if  the  use  of  such  storage  is  found  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  be  feasible  and  more  economical  than  pumping  water 
from  below  the  dam  into  the  navigation  pool. 

E stinmted cost  {price  level.,  J anuary  1960) . — 

Federal - $58,200,000 

Non-Pederal _  2,  300,  000 


Total -  00,  500.  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$2, 223, 300 
270, 000 
17,700 
19,000 

$119, 000 

0 

0 

0 

$2, 342, 300 
270.000 
17,700 
19.000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Replacements  _ _  .. 

Navigation  aids _ _ 

Total . . . . . 

2, 530, 000 

119,000 

2, 649. 000 

Annual  benefits. — Transportation  savings  on  coal  movements, 
$5,120,000. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages ;  make  all  necessary  alterations  to  sewer,  water 
supply,  drainage,  and  other  utility  facilities;  bear  a  proportionate 
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share  of  the  costs  of  relocations  of  railroad  and  highway  bridges ;  re¬ 
move  one  highway  bridge  at  own  expense ;  maintain  all  bridges  over 
the  improved  waterway;  provide  necessary  loading  and  mooring 
facilities;  provide  terminal  and  transfer  facilities;  and  establish 
agency  for  controlling  withdrawal  of  water  from  river  below  Carlyle 
Dam. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Dejjartment  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Approve  project. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Acting  Chief  of  Engineers  refers  to  the  uncertainty  of 
railroad  rate  adjustments  that  may  be  proposed  in  the  future  and  the 
action  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  may  take  thereon, 
and  that  he  recommends,  if  the  project  is  authorized,  a  reevaluation  of 
project  economic  justification  in  light  of  rates  then  existing,  would  be 
made  when  funds  are  requested  for  construction.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  concurs  in  this  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
further  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Benefits.— major  benefits  that  have  been  assigned  to  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  lower  Kaskaskia  River  for  navigation  are  transpor¬ 
tation  savings  for  movement  of  coal.  Coal  reserves  adjacent  to  the 
Kaskaskia  River  are  substantial,  with  an  estimated  1.8  to  2  billion 
tons  located  within  15  miles  of  the  i)roposed  navigation  project.  Coal 
requirements  for  market  areas  in  which  this  coal  can  compete  are  said 
to  l)e  increasing  rapidly.  The  improved  waterway  would  permit  the 
movement  of  a  maximum  of  about  20  million  tons  of  coal  annually. 
The  estimated  annual  benefits  are  based  on  an  average  annual  water¬ 
borne  movement  of  about  15,200,000  tons  throughout  the  life  of  the 
project,  at  a  transportation  saving  of  about  $0.35  per  ton.  Benefits 
from  the  improvement  in  the  economic  conditions  of  the  area  are  real, 
but  have  not  been  evaluated.  The  economic  ratio  for  the  project  is 
1.9  to  1. 

A  project  for  canalization  of  the  Kaskaskia  River  between  Fayette¬ 
ville  and  the  Mississippi  River,  by  construction  of  a  dam  and  84-  by 
600-foot  lock  at  mile  4  and  a  channel  200  feet  wide  and  9  feet  deep, 
appears  technically  feasible  and  economically  justified.  Although 
other  commodities  may  eventually  move  over  the  waterway,  the 
principal  known  commodity  that  will  use  it  and  the  one  on  which  the 
economies  are  based  is  coal.  Between  New  Athens  and  Fayetteville 
there  are  proven  coal  reserves  of  approximately  1.8  billion  tons  within 
15  miles  of  the  waterway.  This  coal  is  of  superior  quality  and  can 
be  marketed  to  compete  successfully  with  other  coalfields  in  the  mid- 
western  region  of  the  United  States.  If  a  waterway  were  provided,  it 
would  result  in  a  savings  to  the  users  of  coal,  because  of  the  reduction 
in  transportation  costs.  Although  the  development  of  nuclear  fuels 
is  progressing  and  may  be  of  significance  by  the  end  of  the  present 
century,  their  widespread  use  to  compete  with  coal  is  not  a  certainty. 

The  southern  Illinois  region  was  stated  to  be  a  depressed  area  with 
a  large  pool  of  manpower  available,  but  also  with  a  high  rate  of  un¬ 
employment.  Mining  of  coal  in  the  area  has  decreased  in  recent  years 
because  of  the  high  cost  of  transportation.  Local  interests  have  ex- 
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pressed  the  belief  that  provision  of  the  proposed  navigation  project 
will  attract  heavy  industry  to  the  region.  With  coal,  water,  lime¬ 
stone,  and  cheap  transportation  available  in  this  area,  and  a  large 
supply  of  iron  ore  located  a  short  distance  away  in  Missouri,  exten¬ 
sive  industrial  development  is  anticipated.  The  committee  was  ad¬ 
vised  that  two  private  utility  companies  are  now  planning  to  con¬ 
struct  two  steam  electric  generating  plants  on  the  river  adjacent  to 
the  navigation  project,  if  its  eventual  construction  appears  eminent. 
Kaiser  Aluminum  Co.  has  also  acquired  an  area  for  the  future  location 
of  an  aluminum  plant  in  event  the  Kaskaskia  River  is  canalized.  Ex¬ 
tensive  use  of  the  waterway  for  transportation  of  corn,  wheat,  oats,  and 
soybeans,  was  forecast.  Proponents  of  the  project  stated  that  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Kaskaskia  River  navigation  project  would  be  of  great  bene¬ 
fit  to  the  railroads  of  the  area,  due  to  increased  freight  movement 
from  increased  industrial  activities,  new  markets  that  would  be 
opened,  and  that  coal  moved  by  water  would  replace  very  little  of 
that  now  moving  by  rail.  These  proponents  believe  the  prospective 
coal  tonnages  that  would  move  over  the  impi'oved  waterway,  and  the 
savings  in  transportation  costs  are  conservative. 

Opponents  of  the  recommended  navigation  project,  primarily  the 
railroad  interests,  have  expressed  their  belief  that  such  project  would 
prove  detrimental  to  the  southern  Illinois  region,  as  it  would  force  the 
closing  of  coal  mines  removed  from  close  proximity  to  the  Kaskaskia 
River.  Distressed  areas  of  eastern  Kentucky  and  West  Virginia  would 
also  be  adversely  affected  by  production  of  coal  for  movement  by 
water  routes  to  the  Great  Lakes  region,  and  making  the  Kaskaskia  coal 
more  competitive.  Coal  was  stated  to  be  sold  on  margins  of  less  than 
$0.50  per  ton,  an  amount  approximately  equal  to  the  estimated  savings 
by  use  of  water  transportation.  Another  advei-se  effect  on  the  local 
economy  was  claimed  if  rail  shipments  are  curtailed,  from  reduction 
of  railroad  payrolls  in  the  area  and  local  taxes  paid  by  such  railroads. 
Opponents  of  the  project  also  claim  that  prospective  coal  tonnages 
that  would  be  moved  over  an  improved  watei’way  are  unrealistic,  and 
that  the  project  would  benefit  private  and  exempt  carriers,  particu¬ 
larly  one  large  coal  producer  who  has  constructed  a  railroad  from  the 
coalfields  and  docks  on  the  Mississippi  River  for  movement  of  the  coal 
by  water  transportation.  The  taxpayers  of  the  Nation  would  be 
required  to  pay  for  the  anticipated  benefits  that  would  be  provided  by 
the  navigation  project,  which  would  adversely  affect  the  large  invest¬ 
ment  the  railroads  have  in  this  region.  It  was  stated  that  at  the 
present  there  are  no  landlocked  coal  mines  in  the  area. 

Under  presently  authorized  plans  of  operation,  storage  is  included 
in  the  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville  Reservoirs  for  navigation  releases  for 
the  middle  and  lower  Mississippi  River.  In  his  report,  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  proposes  assignment  of  additional  storage  in  these  upstream 
reservoirs  to  navigation,  or  provision  of  pumping  facilities  at  the 
navigation  dam  to  pump  upstream  the  water  lost  in  each  lockage. 
Final  decision  was  to  be  cleferred  until  the  need  become  evident.  Since 
the  low-water  periods  on  the  Kaskaskia  River  do  not  coincide  with 
those  on  the  Mississippi  River,  early  consideration  should  be  given  to 
this  matter  to  assure  continued  supply  of  water  for  navigation  and 
industrial  users  during  drought  periods. 

The  modification  pf  bridges  where  required  as  a  part  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  improvement  is  included  in  the  cost  of  the  project.  I'lie  Illinois 
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Division  of  Ilifrliways  objected  to  the  use  of  lift  spans  on  Federal  and 
State  highways  in  the  interest  of  traffic  safety  and  continuity  of  traffic 
How.  To  meet  this  requirement,  high-level  spans  with  adequate  verti¬ 
cal  and  horizontal  clearances  have  been  used  in  making  the  estimates 
of  cost.  One  new  highway  bridge  will  be  built  over  a  new  channel. 
One  highway  bridge,  on  State  Highway  No.  3  at  New  Athens,  Ill.,  will 
be  constructed  by  the  State  on  a  new  alinement.  Local  interests  will 
be  required  to  remove  the  old  bridge  at  their  own  expense. 

COMMITTEE  \TEWS 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  in  the  lower  Kaskaskia  Basin 
there  are  adequate  reserves  of  ininable  coal  of  such  quality  that  it 
can  compete  with  other  coalfields  in  this  region  if  a  waterway  were 
available  for  transportation,  and  that  based  upon  the  present  economic 
trends  of  the  United  States,  there  will  be  a  large  market  for  this  coal. 
The  area  is  rich  in  natural  resources  and  susceptible  to  extensive 
industrial  development.  Local  residents  are  in  support  of  the  jiroject. 

The  committee  believes  it  feasible  and  advisable  to  improve  the 
Kaskaskia  Eiver  between  Fayetteville,  Ill.,  and  the  Mississippi  Eiver 
for  modern  barge  transportation  by  a  lock  and  dam  located  at  mile  4, 
by  channel  straightening,  deepening,  and  widening,  by  the  provision 
of  supplemental  water  supply  from  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville  Eeser- 
voirs,  and  by  abandonment,  replacement,  or  alteration  of  all  bridges 
which  now  cross  the  waterway.  The  proposed  improvement  would 
reduce  the  distance  from  the  Mississippi  Eiver  to  Fayetteville,  Ill., 
from  50  miles  to  38  miles  by  straightening  and  realinement  of  the 
channel  and  cutting  across  sharp  bends.  The  committee  further  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  Kaskaskia  Eiver  project  would  be  a  valuable  addition 
to  the  inland  waterway  system  of  the  United  States,  and  be  a  further 
step  in  the  development  of  the  natural  and  water  resources  of  our 
count  I'y. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  estimated  benefits  from  the  recom¬ 
mended  improvement  is  based  on  present  freight  rates  in  the  area, 
that  an  authorization  of  such  improvement  might  result  in  lowering 
existing  rates  for  rail  movement  of  coal  from  the  area,  and  approves 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  that  reevaluation  of  the  project  economics  in  light  of  actual 
rates  then  existing  shoidd  be  undertaken  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction  thereon. 

The  committee  notes  the  favorable  economic  ratio  of  this  project  and 
believes  that  its  authorization  is  economically  justified. 
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HARBORS  ON  MISSISSIPPI  RIVTIR  (MOUTH  OP  MISSOURI  RIVER  TO 

MINNEAPOLIS) 


(H.  Doc.  513,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbors  are  located  in  communities  in  Minnesota, 
Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Illinois,  and  Missouri  along  the  upper  Mississippi 
Kiver  between  the  mouth  of  the  Missouri  River  and  Minneapolis, 
Minn. 

Authority. — Rasolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  22,  1947,  and  resolutions  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  adopted  March 
4,  1947,  and  August  26, 1955 ;  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  2, 1945 ; 
Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  24, 1946. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  for  the  upper 
Mississippi  River  provides  for  a  navigation  channel  of  9-foot  depth 
between  the  Missouri  River  and  Minneapolis  to  be  obtained  by  con¬ 
struction  of  locks  and  dams  supplemented  by  dredging.  This  depth  is 
generally  available  as  far  upstream  as  St.  Anthony  Falls  in  Min¬ 
neapolis  where  work  is  continuing.  Authorized  improvements  also 
include  10  commercial  barge  harbors  (5  completed)  and  16  small 
boat  harbors  ( 12  completed) .  In  addition  to  these,  a  number  of  moor¬ 
ing  basins  for  small  craft  have  been  established  by  municipalities  and 
clubs.  Other  local  interests  have  constructed  more  modest  facilities 
for  serving  recreational  boats. 

Navigation  prohlem. — There  is  need  for  additional  protected  har¬ 
bors  at  various  localities  along  the  Mississippi  River  for  existing  and 
future  recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Reeomme'nded  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction 
and  maintenance  of  14  small  boat  harbors  and  for  maintenance  of  1 
existing  small  boat  harbor  at  Quincy,  Ill.  The  15  harbors  are  listed 
below : 


Uarhor 

Harriet  Island.  St.  Paul,  Minn — 

Bay  City.  Wis _ 

Pepin,  Wis _ 

Cassville,  Wis _ 

Bellevue,  Iowa _ 

Savanna,  Ill _ 

Clinton,  Iowa _ 

Moline,  Ill _ 

Davenport,  Iowa  (Credit  Island) 

Andalusia,  Ill _ 

New  Boston,  Ill _ 

Keokuk,  Iowa _ 

Warsaw,  Ill _ 

Quincy,  Ill _ 

Grafton,  Ill _ 


Location  on  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River 

Mile  840.  2 

_ Mile  78,5.9 

Mile  767. 1 
Mile  606.  6 
— _  Mile  555.  6 

_ Mile  537.  0 

___  Mile  518.  8 
Mile  488.  0 

_ Mile  478.  7 

Mile  473.  0 
Mile  433. 1 
Mile  3.53.  5 
Mile  3.59. 1 
Mile  327.3 
_ Mile  218.  5 


All  of  the  above  harbor  channels  would  be  dredged  to  a  depth'  of 
5  feet  below  minimum  pool  level.  It  is  further  recommended  that  con¬ 
struction  of  individual  harbors  be  permitted  whenever  funds  for  the 
purpose  are  available  and  the  prescribed  local  cooperation  for  the 
particular  harbor  has  been  furnished. 
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Estimated  cost. — 


Location 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Non-Federal 
percent  of 
Federal  con¬ 
struction 

St.  Paul  Minn _ 

$7, 000 

$7, 000 

.$14, 000 

50.0 

Bay  City,  Wis _ _ _ 

24,000 

6,000 

30,000 

19.5 

Pepin,  Wis _ _ _ 

ISl.OOO 

24, 000 

175, 000 

13.6 

Cassville,  Wis _ 

163, 000 

47,000 

210, 000 

22.5 

Bellevue,  Iowa _ 

78, 000 

37, 000 

115,000 

32.4 

Savanna,  III _ 

98, 000 

47, 000 

145, 000 

32.2 

Clinton,  Iowa _ 

38, 000 

21,000 

59,000 

35.5 

Moline,  Ill _ _ _ 

119,000 

60,000 

179, 000 

33.3 

Davenport,  Iowa _ _ 

78, 000 

44, 000 

122. 000 

35.8 

Andalusia,  Ill _ _ _ _ 

15,000 

2,000 

17,000 

12.0 

New'  Boston,  Ill _ _ 

20, 000 

4,000 

24, 000 

15.8 

Keokuk,  Iowa _ 

192,000 

65, 000 

257, 000 

25.4 

Warsaw,  Ill _ _ _ 

45, 000 

8,000 

53, 000 

14.  7 

Quincy,  Ill _ 

Grafton,  Ill _ _ _ 

177, 000 

177, 000 

354, 000 

50.0 

Total _ 

1, 205, 000 

549, 000 

1, 754, 000 

Project  economics  and  benefit-cost  ratio.- — 


Location 

Amortiza¬ 
tion  and 
interest 

Additional 
Federal  an¬ 
nual  mainte¬ 
nance 

Total  annual 
charges 

Total  armual 
benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

St.  Paul,  Minn .  . 

$1,900 

$2,500 

.$4, 400 

$38,900 

8.8 

Bay  City,  Wis,  __  _ _ 

1,500 

2,600 

4,000 

18, 100 

4.  5 

Pepin,  Wis _ _ 

7,300 

800 

8,100 

16,400 

2.0 

Cassville,  Wis . 

8, 300 

1,000 

9, 300 

16, 200 

1.7 

BeUevue,  Iowa _ 

4,600 

1,400 

6,000 

15, 300 

2.6 

Savanna,  I1L_ . 

6.000 

2,900 

8,900 

23,600 

2.7 

Clinton,  Iowa _  _  . 

2,600 

2,500 

5,100 

30,400 

6.0 

Moline,  Ill _ _ 

7,300 

800 

8,100 

14, 100 

1.  7 

Davenport,  Iowa . 

5,200 

3,000 

8,200 

23,600 

2.9 

Andalusia,  Ill . . 

700 

600 

1,200 

8,800 

7.3 

New  Boston,  Ill. _ _ 

1,000 

1,  200 

2,200 

9. 800 

4.  5 

Keokuk,  Iowa.  .  .  . 

10, 100 

700 

10, 800 

17,500 

1.6 

Warsaw,  Ill  _ _ 

2,000 

1,100 

3,200 

14, 600 

4.6 

Quincy,  Ill _ 

5  000 

^  (¥>n 

Grafton,  Bl _ 

15,200 

2, 100 

17|300 

59!  000 

3.4 

Total . . . 

28,000 

3.2 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  including  suitable  areas  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  re¬ 
taining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  that  may  result  from  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  provide  and  maintain  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utili¬ 
ties,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to 
all  on  equal  terms,  and  dredge  berthing  areas  to  a  depth  commensurate 
with  the  depth  of  the  Federal  channel  improvement;  reserve  spaces 
within  the  anchorage  and  mooring  facilities  adequate  for  accommoda¬ 
tion  of  transient  small  boats;  accomplish  such  utility  or  other  reloca¬ 
tions  or  alternations  as  are  necessary  for  project  purposes;  establish 
a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to  regu¬ 
late  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  the  harbor  facilities  "with 
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the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  and  make  an  equitable  cash  contribution  toward  the  Federal 
first  cost  of  each  harbor  development,  the  percentages  and  presently 
estimated  amounts  of  which  are  listed  in  the  table  showing  estimated 
costs.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  com¬ 
ply  with  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota :  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable.  However,  due  to  local  problems 
the  Governor  requested  that  further  consideration  of  the  harbors 
at  Louisiana  and  Clarksville  be  delayed. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes  that 
for  none  of  the  14  new  harbors  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  is  the  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $200,000.  The  Budget  states  that 
construction  of  these  harbors  could  be  accomplished  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  107  of  the  1960  Eiv^er  and  Harbor  Act  without  further 
action  by  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  there  are  15  individual  harbor 
projects  and  that  each  one  is  amply  justified. 

ONTONAGON  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  287,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ontonagan  Harbor  is  located  on  the  south  shore  of 
Lake  Superior,  136  water  miles  east  of  Duluth-Superior  Harbor, 
Minn.,  and  Wis.,  and  274  water  miles  west  of  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  Mich. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  July  2, 1958,  and 
July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project.— T\\&  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1938, 
provides  for  a  channel  17  feet  deep  and  400  feet  to  150  feet  wide  from 
the  lake  to  the  piers ;  a  channel  between  the  piers  150  feet  wide,  17  feet 
deep  in  the  outer  250  feet,  thence  15  feet  deep  in  the  inner  2,200  feet ; 
an  inner  basin  15  feet  deep,  900  feet  long,  and  up  to  285  feet  wide  be¬ 
tween  limits  50  feet  from  existing  wharves ;  and  4,990  feet  of  entrance 
piers.  Channel  maintenance  since  1950  has  been  limited  mainly  to 
serving  the  needs  of  commercial  fishing  and  other  shallow-draft  traffic. 

Navigation  problem. — Ontonagon  Harbor  is  not  suitable  for  use  by 
modern  Great  Lakes  vessels  because  of  the  limited  project  depth  of  15 
feet  and  the  small  maneuvering  area  in  the  inner  harbor.  The  harbor 
presently  affords  safe  vessel  operation  for  only  coimnercial  fishing  and 
other  small  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  depth  of  23 
feet  in  the  approach  channel,  with  suitable  widening,  and  in  the  outer 
450  feet  of  the  entrance  channel ;  a  depth  of  22  feet  in  the  next  1,150 
feet  of  the  entrance  channel;  a  depth  of  21  feet  in  the  remainder  of 
the  entrance  channel  and  in  the  basin  to  within  800  feet  of  the  highway 
bridge ;  removal  of  the  inner  955  feet  of  the  west  pier,  and  extension  of 
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the  basin  westward  for  1,750  feet,  at  a  depth  of  21  feet  and  a  minimum 
width  of  200  feet;  a  sedimentation  basin  within  the  harbor,  30  feet 
deep,  with  a  capacity  of  155,000  cubic  yards;  reconstruction  of  the 
outer  370  feet  of  the  east  pier ;  and  strengthening  the  remaining  piers 
and  raising  them  to  an  elevation  8  feet  above  low  water,  except  the 
outer  96  feet  of  the  west  pier. 

Esthnated  cost  {'price  level  of  September  1960) . — 

Federal _ $-1,  741,  000 

Noil-Federal -  145,  000 


Total _  4,  886,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$177, 000 
35,000 
1,000 

$7,000 

$184, 000 
35,000 
1,000 

213,000 

7,000 

220,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings: 

284,800 

54,400 

339,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation.- — (a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retain¬ 
ing  works;  (?»)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  (<?) 
accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  alterations  or  relocations 
as  may  be  required  of  roads,  structures,  and  utility  facilities;  {d)  pro¬ 
vide  and  maintain  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities, 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  including  dredging  of  berthing  areas  to 
depths  commensurate  with  related  project  depths;  and  (e)  prohibit 
bulkhead  construction  or  other  encroachment  on  the  southerly  shore 
in  the  harbor  retained  as  a  natural  spending  beach  for  waves.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  F avorable. 

Deartment  of  Commerce :  States  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  that 
agency  that  the  available  record  does  not  clearly  indicate  suf¬ 
ficient  economic  benefits  to  warrant  its  endorsement. 

State  of  Michigan :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — States  that  while  there 
would  be  no  objection  to  the  subission  of  the  proposed  review  report  on 
Ontonagon  Harbor  to  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would 
expect  that  if  the  proposed  improvement  is  authorized  by  the  Congress 
it  would  be  reexamined  prior  to  submission  of  a  request  for  funds  to 
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initiate  its  construction  in  the  light  of  policies  that  may  result  from 
the  cui’i'ent  transportation  re\aew  and  of  local  conditions  existing  at 
that  time. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  increase  in  project  depths  will  permit  the 
of  modem  Great  Lakes  vessels  with  resulting  savings  well  in  excess 
of  the  cost. 

MUSKEGON  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  474,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Muskegon  Harbor  is  located  on  the  eastern  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan  nearly  opposite  and  80  miles  across  the  lake  from  Milwaukee, 
Wis. 

Authority. — Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  May  18, 1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  'project. — Provides  in  general  for  an  outer  harbor  formed 
by  arrowhead  breakwaters ;  and  entrance  channel  24  feet  deep  at  en¬ 
trance  decreasing  to  21  feet  at  the  inner  channel,  thence  an  inner  chan¬ 
nel  21  feet  deep  extending  to  Muskegon  Lake;  for  piers  and  revet¬ 
ments  along  the  inner  channel;  and  for  repairing  and  maintaining 
the  revetment  around  tlie  old  car-feriy  slip. 

N a/oigation  prohlem. — The  existing  project  depth  is  inadequate  to 
accommodate  vessels  in  the  present  and  prospective  fleet  loaded  to 
drafts  commensurate  with  depths  being  provided  in  the  Great  Lakes 
connecting  channels  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  in  general  for  a 
depth  of  29  feet  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Michigan  to  a  point  about 
1,000  feet  landward  of  the  ends  of  the  breakwaters;  thence  a  depth  of 
28  feet  to  the  outer  ends  of  the  inner  piers ;  thence  a  depth  of  27  feet 
in  the  inner  channel  to  Muskegon  Lake;  and  for  modification  of  the 
project  limits  to  delete  two  triangular  areas  adjacent  to  the  inner 
portion  of  the  entrance  channel  and  to  reduce  the  project  width  in  the 
inner  channel  from  240  feet  to  200  feet. 

Esti'mated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1960) . — 

Federal _  $609,  000 

Non-Federal _  450,  000 


Total _  1,059,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$22,000 

6,000 

$21,000 

$43,000 

5,000 

27,000 

21, 000 

48,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings: 

137, 700 
88, 300 

Total  . . . . 

226,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation,  in¬ 
cluding  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
necessary  retaining  works  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining 
works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  and  when  and 
where  needed,  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  ac¬ 
cess  channels  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related 
project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  and  ability 
to  comply  with  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  will  provide  channels  with 
depths  equivalent  to  those  in  the  seaway  and  the  Great  Lakes  con¬ 
necting  channels.  The  benefits  amply  justify  the  improvements. 

LELAND  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  413,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  east  shore  of  Lake  Michigan,  about  40  miles  by 
water  northeast  of  Frankfort,  Mich. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  31, 1957,  and  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
February  8, 1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project,  completed  in 
1937,  provides  piers  about  400  feet  long,  converging  from  shore  to  an 
entrance  60  feet  wide;  and  an  entrance  channel  6  feet  deep,  40  feet 
wide,  and  300  feet  long. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  additional  anchorage 
area,  and  greater  protection  for  the  locally  based  fishing  fleet  and 
mail-ferry  boat  and  cruising  recreational  craft. 

Recom/rmnded  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  break¬ 
water  about  1,000  feet  long,  a  protected  anchorage  and  maneuvering 
area  about  3  acres  in  extent  and  10  feet  deep,  a  flared  approach  chan¬ 
nel  12  feet  deep  with  minimum  width  of  140  feet,  and  removal  of  the 
existing  north  pier. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  February  1961 ) . — - 

Federal - $48.5,000 

Non-Federal -  285,  000 


Total 


770,  000 
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Project  economics, — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$19, 000 
2.  500 
750 

$12, 200 

$31, 200 
2,500 
750 

Maintenance  to  navigation  aids _ 

22, 250 

12, 200 

34, 450 

Annual  benefits: 

21, 400 

10,000 

5,000 

6,500 

42,900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation.— -ContvihntQ  in  cash  37  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  due  to  benefits  to 
recreational  boating,  such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  $285,- 
000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  and 
subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal 
of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  a  public  landing 
with  suitable  supply  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  the  dredg¬ 
ing  of  berthing  areas  to  be  commensurate  with  the  depth  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  channel  improvements ;  establish  a  properly  constituted  and  com¬ 
petent  public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  financially  and  to  provide 
and  operate  essential  local  facilities;  reserve  spaces  within  the  an¬ 
chorage  and  mooring  facilities  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of 
transient  craft ;  and  maintain  an  adequate  channel  for  the  commer¬ 
cial  fishing  fleet  in  the  river  upstream  of  the  Federal  improvement. 
The  local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Michigan ;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarhs. — The  navigation  facilities  are  inadequate  to  serve  locally 
based  craft  and  there  is  a  need  for  an  adequate  harbor  of  refuge.  The 
committee  notes  the  need  for  this  improvement  and  that  the  benefits 
are  ample  to  justify  the  project. 
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LITTLE  BAY  DE  NOG,  GLADSTONE  HARBOR  AND  KIPLING,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  480,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Little  Bay  de  Noc  is  a  northerly  arm  of  Green  Bay  in 
the  northwestern  part  of  Lake  Michigan.  Gladstone  is  on  the  west 
shore  of  the  bay,  about  7.5  miles  north  of  Escanaba.  Kipling  is  on  the 
north  side  of  Gladstone  Harbor. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  August  18,  1959,  and 
June  3,  1959,  respectively,  and  section  109  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1905, 
provided  for  dredging  to  a  depth  of  19  feet  the  aiiproach  to  the  then 
existing  ore  dock  at  Gladstone.  No  funds  have  been  expended  on  the 
project  since  1911  and,  since  the  ore  dock  was  abandoned  many  years 
ago,  the  project  was  recommended  for  adandonment  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  467,  69th  Congress,  1st  session.  No  action  in  respect  to 
abandonment  was  taken  by  Congress. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  locally  prortded  channel  to  Kip¬ 
ling  is  inadequate  for  tankers  calling  there. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — It  is  recommended  that  the 
existing  project  for  Gladstone  Harbor,  Mich.,  be  abandoned  and 
that  a  new  project  be  authorized,  providing  for:  a  channel  24  feet 
deep,  200  feet  wide,  and  about  2,400  feet  long  from  deep  water  in 
Little  Bay  de  Noc  to  the  Kipling  waterfront,  with  suitable  widening 
at  the  landward  end  to  form  a  turning  basin  550  feet  wide  and  24  feet 
deep. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  November  1961) . — 

Federal -  - $350,000 

Non-Federal _  _  19^  OOO 

Total -  -  369,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$12, 900 
2,000 
100 

$900 

200 

$13. 800 

Maintenance.  _ 

Navi  ration  aids _ 

100 

Total _ _ 

15, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savlnes 

79, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  im¬ 
provements;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  depth  provided  in 
the  related  project  area;  and  make  terminal  facilities  for  transfer  of 
petroleum  products  at  Kipling  available  to  all  on  equal  terms.  It  is 
tlie  opinion  of  the  district  engineer  that  local  interests  are  able  and 
willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

C omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Retnarhs. — The  committee  notes  that  the  improvpient  would  result 
in  savings  on  transportation  costs,  prevent  groundings  of  vessels,  and 
encourage  industrial  development.  Also,  it  notes  the  very  favorable 
economic  ratio  of  this  project. 


GREEN  BAY  HARBOR,  WIS. 
(H.  Doc.  470,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Green  Bay  Harbor  is  within  the  mouth  of  the  Fox 
River  at  the  south  end  of  Green  Bay,  an  arm  of  Lake  Michigan. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project.- — Outer  harbor  entrance  channel  10  miles  long, 
22  feet  deep,  and  from  500  feet  wide  at  outer  end  to  300  feet  at 
Grassy  Island;  Fox  River  channel  22  feet  deep  to  Chicago  &  North 
IVestem  Railway  bridge;  turning  basin  22  feet  deep  at  mouth  of 
East  River;  turning  basin  20  feet  deep  above  Chicago  &  North 
Western  Railway  bridge;  and  channel  3V^  miles  long,  18  feet  deej), 
150  feet  wide  from  Chicago  &  North  "Western  Railway  bridge  to 
DePere,  terminating  in  a  turning  basin. 

N avigation  problem. — Lack  of  adequate  depth  to  accommodate  the 
vessels  which  will  use  the  connecting  channels  and  St.  Lawrence  Sea¬ 
way  and  inadequate  width  in  the  lower  harbor  for  turning  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  generally  for  deep¬ 
ening  the  entrance  channel  in  Green  Bay  to  26  feet  from  that  depth 
in  the  bay  to  Grassy  Island,  at  channel  widths  of  500  feet  to  Tail 
Point  Light,  thence  300  feet  to  Grassy  Island;  deepening  the  entrance 
channel  to  24  feet  from  Grassy  Island  to  a  point  0.5  mile  upstream 
at  the  presently  authorized  channel  width  of  300  feet;  thence  deepen¬ 
ing  the  Fox  River  to  24  feet  a  point  1,700  feet  upstream  froni  the 
Chicago  &  North  Western  Railway  bridge,  at  existing  channel  widths ; 
and  dredging  the  authorized  but  unconstructed  turning  basin  at  the 
mouth  of  the  East  River  to  a  depth  of  24  feet  for  a  maximum  width 
of  1,000  feet;  and  further  provides  that  the  uncompleted  part  of  the 
work  authorized  in  1945  be  combined  with  the  additional  work  lec- 
ommended  herein  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a  single^  item, 

with  estimated  cost  of  $4,610,000  for  construction,  including  $340,000 
for  work  previously  authorized,  and  that  this  combination  supersede 
the  authorization  for  the  uncompleted  portion  of  the  work  authorized 
by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  J une  1961 ) . — 


Federal - 

Non-Federal. 


$4,  270,  0(K) 
215,  000 


Total. 


4,  485,  000 


90050—62- 


6 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$159, 500 
20,000 
1,6C0 

$9,900 

$169, 400 
20,000 
1,600 

Maintenance,  aids  to  navigation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

181,000 

9,900 

191,000 

478,000 

•Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ _ 

Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance,  including  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  dis¬ 
posal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  works  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements; 
when  and  where  necessary,  provide  and  maintain  depths  between  the 
new  channel  limits  and  terminal  facilities  commensurate  with  related 
project  depths;  and  accomplish  such  alterations  as  required  in  sewer, 
water  supply,  drainage  and  other  utilities.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  items  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  will  permit  loading  of  the 
larger  vessels  to  full  draft  which  will  result  in  reduced  transportation 
costs.  The  project  is  amply  justified. 

KENOSHA  HARBOR,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  496,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kenosha  Harbor,  Wis.,  on  the  western  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan  about  35  miles  south  of  Milwaukee  and  54  miles  north  of 
Chicago,  Ill.,  is  at  the  mouth  of  Pike  Creek  in  the  city  of  Kenosha. 
The  area  tributary  to  Kenosha  Harbor  includes  Kenosha  County, 
parts  of  Racine  and  Walworth  Counties,  and  a  small  area  along  the 
northern  bomidary  of  Illinois. 

Authority. — Full  response  to  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
resolution  adopted  J uly  31,  1957 ;  partial  response  to  similar  resolu¬ 
tions  of  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public  Works  adopted 
May  18,  1956  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively;  and  in  partial  response 
to  Senate  Public  Works  Connnittee  resolution  adopted  April  30,  1957. 

Existing  project.— T\\q  existing  Federal  project  for  Kenosha  Har¬ 
bor,  completed  in  1959,  provides  for  (a)  a  detached  breakwater  796 
feet  long,  northeast  of  the  harbor;  (b)  two  parallel  piers  about  250 
feet  apart  along  the  entrance  channel,  1,077  feet  and  1,872  feet  in 
length  for  the  north  and  south  piers,  respectively;  (c)  an  entrance 
channel  generally  400  feet  wide  lakeward  from  the  piers  and  200  feet 
wide  between  the  piers,  the  channel  being  2,750  feet  long  and  21  feet 
deep  from  that  depth  in  the  lake  to  an  interior  basin;  (d)  an  interior 
basin  21  feet  deep;  and  (e)  a  channel  21  feet  deep,  70  feet  wide,  and 
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475  feet  long  extending  northwest  from  the  basin.  The  lake  approach 
to  the  entrance  channel  has  been  deepened  to  23  feet  under  the  general 
provisions  of  section  V  of  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  4, 1951. 

Navigation  prohlem. — -Kenosha  Harbor  is  a  part  of  the  Great  Lakes 
navigation  system  Avhich  includes  improvements  to  connecting  chan¬ 
nels  between  the  lakes  and  to  shipping  and  receiving  harbors.  Present 
harbor  depths  of  21  feet  are  not  commensurate  with  the  controlling 
depths  currently  being  provided  in  the  system  and  with  those  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway  to  accommodate  the  vessels  carrying  oversea 
general  cargo. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  lake  approach  channel  800 
feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  from  the  detached  breakwater  lakeward  for 
a  distance  of  about  2,800  feet ;  an  approach  channel  26  feet  deep  be¬ 
tween  the  detached  breakwater  and  the  outer  end  of  the  north  pier; 
and  an  entrance  channel  and  inner  basin  25  feet  deep,  exclusive  of  the 
northwesterly  extension. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 


Federal - $673,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Total -  673,  000 

Proved  economics. — 

Annual  charges  (Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $25,  200 

Maintenance -  5,  000 

Total _  30,  200 

Annual  benefits :  Transportation  savings  in  oversea  general  cargo _  47,  300 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  that  may  result  from  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvement ;  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths 
in  berthing  areas  when  and  as  required  at  docks  adjacent  to  the  area 
to  be  improved,  commensurate  with  the  recommended  project  depths. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — ^The  proposed  increase  in  project  depths  will  facilitate 
more  efficient  loading  of  the  larger  modern  vessels,  with  resultant  sav¬ 
ings  well  in  excess  of  the  costs. 

MANITOWOC  HARBOR,  WISC. 

(H.  Doc.  479, 87th  Cong.) 

Location. — West  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  about  79  miles  north  of 
Milwaukee,  Wis. 

Authority. — -Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
outer  harbor  protected  by  breakwaters  with  an  entrance  425  feet 
wide;  a  channel  21  feet  deep  and  425  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in 
the  lake  to  the  breakwaters,  thence  650  feet  wide  through  the  outer 
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liarbor  to  the  river  mouth ;  a  channel  21  feet  deep  at  varying  widths 
for  a  distance  of  1.7  miles  up  the  Manitowoc  lliver;  removal  of  the 
old  stub  pier  at  the  river  entrance ;  and  an  approach  channel  21  feet 
deep  in  the  outer  harbor  to  a  proposed  city  terminal  south  of  the 
south  breakwater.  The  lake  approach  has  been  deepened  to  23  feet 
under  the  general  authority  provided  in  section  5  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  March  4, 1915. 

Navigation  frohlem. — Existing  project  dimensions  are  not  adequate 
to  accommodate  present  and  prospective  bulk  cargo  vessels  serving  the 
harbor. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Provide  for  an  approach 
channel  25  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  the  lake  to 
the  breakwater  entrance,  a  distance  of  about  2,600  feet ;  a  depth  of  23 
feet  over  a  width  of  800  feet  in  the  outer  harbor,  thence  over  the  exist¬ 
ing  project  widths  in  the  river  to  Eighth  Street;  a  depth  of  22  feet 
over  existing  widths  from  Eighth  Street  to  the  upstream  limit  of  the 
project;  and  elimination  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the  south  part 
of  the  outer  harbor. 

Estimated  cost  {frice  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal- - $719,  000 

Non-Federal _  193,  000 


Total _  912,  000 

Project  economics. — 


. 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$26,300 

3,000 

300 

$8,900 

$35,200 

3,000 

300 

Maintenance  dredging _ _ 

Maintenance  navigation  aids _ 

Total _  . 

29,600 

8,900 

38,500 

63,600 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvement  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion,  including  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  works  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  re¬ 
taining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement; 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  dephs  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
accomplish  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  altera¬ 
tions  as  may  be  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  sewer,  water 
supply,  drainage,  and  other  utility  facilities.  Local  interests  have  in¬ 
dicate  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comiroents  of  the  State  and  F'ederal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin ;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement  will  meet  the  needs  of 
existing  and  prospective  commerce,  and  provide  the  needs  of  naviga¬ 
tion  anticipated  for  the  prospective  development  of  the  harbor. 

MILWAUKEE  HARBOR,  AVIS. 

(H.  Doc.  134,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Milwaukee  Harbor  is  located  on  the  west  short  of  Lake 
Michigan,  85  miles  north  of  Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees,  adopted  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  two  breakwaters,  19,625  feet  in 
length,  Avith  an  opening  500  feet  wide;  tAA’o  piers  at  the  MilAA^aukee 
River  mouth,  358  to  552  feet  apart;  an  entrance  channel  21  feet  deep, 
2,850  feet  long,  and  600  feet  wide  outside  the  piers;  together  Avith 
various  AAudths  and  depths. 

Navigation  proMem. — ^Major  problem  is  lack  of  adequate  depth  to 
accommodate  vessels  wdiich  will  utilize  the  connecting  channels  and 
the  St.  Lawrence  SeaAvay. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  {a)  an  approach 
channel  30  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide,  narroAving  to  300  feet  through 
the  breakwater  opening ;  ( 6 )  a  depth  of  28  feet  in  the  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  to  the  inner  end  of  the  piers,  over  existing  project  widths,  but  not 
nearer  than  50  feet  from  either  pier;  (c)  a  depth  of  28  feet  in  the  outer 
harbor  south  of  the  entrance  channel  to  East  Bay  Street  extended, 
betAveen  limits  50  feet  east  of  the  pierhead  line  and  400  feet  Avest  of  the 
breakwater;  {d)  and  a  depth  of  27  feet  in  the  Milwaukee  River  to 
Avithin  100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  the  bridge  at  mile  0.34,  over  exist¬ 
ing  project  widths,  and  the  Kinnickinnic  River  to  AA’idths  160  feet  of 
the  centerline  of  the  bridge  at  mile  1,  not  nearer  than  75  feet  from 
adj  acent  docks. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1960) . — 

Federal _ $4,  029,  000 

Non-Federal _  027,  000 


Total _  4,  656,  000 

Project  economics.-— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$150. 000 

$24, 800 

$174, 800 

16,000 

16, 000 

166, 000 

24, 800 

190, 800 

1, 130, OCO 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.9. 

Loccd  cooperation.—Locdl  interests  must  agree  to:  {a)  Hold  and 
saA'e  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  improvements;  (5)  accomplish  all  necessary  alter¬ 
ations  to  existing  structures  and  utility  facilities;  and  (c)  when  and 
where  necessary,  provide  and  maintain  depths  and  terminal  facilities 
and  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  related  project  depths. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  provide  local 
requirements. 


86  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Comment!^  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — These  improvements  are  necessary  to  allow  full  loading 
of  the  large  vessels  now  serving  the  harbor,  to  provide  for  the  in¬ 
creased  utilization  of  large  vessels  expected  in  the  future,  and  to  serve 
the  expanding  foreign  and  domestic  commerce.  The  committee  notes 
the  very  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio. 


CHICAGO  HARBOR,  ILL. 
(H.  Doc.  485,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Chicago  Harbor  is  near  the  south  end  of  Lake  Michigan, 
14  miles  northerly  of  the  Illinois-Indiana  State  line,  on  the  south¬ 
western  shore  of  the  lake. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. ^ — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Chicago  Har¬ 
bor  generally  provicles  for  an  inner  breakwater,  in  two  sections,  en¬ 
closing  an  inner  basin  of  about  224  acres;  an  exterior  breakwater  in 
three  sections  enclosing  an  outer  basin  of  about  900  acres;  maintenance 
dredging  to  a  depth  of  21  feet  of  a  portion  of  the  inner  basin  and  also 
of  the  entrance  to  Chicago  River  to  Rush  Street  over  a  varying  width ; 
and  maintenance  of  a  section  of  the  north  pier.  The  existing  deep- 
draft  Federal  project  for  Chicago  River  generally  provides  for  main¬ 
tenance  dredging  to  21  feet  in  the  main  river,  the  North  Branch,  the 
North  Branch  Canal,  and  the  North  Branch  turning  basin,  all  to 
within  20  feet  of  existing  docks. 

N avigation  proFlem. — Existing  project  depths  in  the  outer  harbor 
are  not  adequate  to  permit  vessels  in  the  OA^ersea  traffic  to  take  full 
advantage  of  the  depth  being  provided  in  the  connecting  channels  and 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  a  lake  approach 
channel  800  feet  wide  and  29  feet  deep  from  the  breakwater  lakeward 
for  a  distance  of  about  6,600  feet  and  a  channel  and  maneuver  area 
inside  the  harbor  entrance  with  a  maximum  width  of  1,300  feet  and  a 
depth  of  28  feet. 

E stimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1961 ) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$1,  505,  000 
None 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


1,  505,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization 

$57, 000 
11,000 

0 

$1,000 

$57, 000 
12,000 

Maintenance... 

Total . 

68, 000 

1,000 

69.000 
423, 000 

Annual  benefits;  Transportation  savings 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 6.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  that  may  result  from  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvement ;  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths 
in  berthing  areas  serving  the  public  terminal  commensurate  with  the 
recommended  project  depths.  Local  intei'ests  have  indicated  a  will¬ 
ingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  local  cooperation. 

G omments  of  the  State  anil  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  would  permit  vessels  in  the 
oversea  traffic  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  depth  provided  in  the 
connecting  channels  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  The  project  is 
amply  justified. 

CALUMET  HARBOR  AND  RIVER,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  581,  87th  Congress) 

Location. — Calumet  Harbor  is  at  the  south  end  of  Lake  Michigan, 
on  the  State  line  between  Illinois  and  Indiana. 

_  Authority. — Interim  report  is  in  partial  response  to  similar  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  House  of  Eepresentatives  on  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956, 
respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Calumet  Har¬ 
bor  and  Fiver  provides  for  an  outer  harbor  protected  by  a  breakwater 
12,500  feet  long;  an  approach  channel  3,200  feet  wide  and  29  feet 
deep ;  an  outer  harbor  channel  and  anchorage  3,000  feet  wide  and  28 
feet  deep ;  a  channel  in  the  river  290  feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  up  to 
the  Elgin,  Joliet  &  Eastern  Eailway  Bridge,  thence  at  least  200 
feet  wide  and  25  feet  deep  to  111th  Street,  23  feet  to  114th  Street,  21 
feet  at  122d  Street,  and  21.5  feet  to  and  including  turning  basin  No.  5 ; 
Avidening  and  straightening  the  river,  except  through  the  rock  cut,  to 
within  20  feet  of  bulkhead  lines;  fii^e  turning  basins  along  the  river; 
and  closing  the  existing  gap  between  the  breakwaters.  The  existing 
project  for  Lake  Calumet  provides  for  dredging  to  a  depth  of  21  feet 
an  area  670  feet  wide  and  3,000  feet  long  at  the  south  end  of  the 
lake  and  an  entrance  channel  300  feet  Avide  from  Calumet  River  at 
turning  basin  No.  5. 

N avigationod  pTololem.- — Existing  project  depths  are  not  adequate  to 
allow  vessels  calling  at  points  along  the  river  and  in  Lake  Calumet  to 
be  loaded  to  the  drafts  permitted  by  the  Great  Lakes  connecting  chan¬ 
nels  and  the  St.  LaAvrence  SeaAvay.  Widening  in  the  rock  section  of 
the  river,  enlargement  of  turning  basins  and  extension  of  the  existing 
project  are  needed  for  safe  navigation  and  deA^elopment  of  the  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — ProAudes  for:  a  depth  of 

27  feet  in  earth  and  28  feet  in  rock  over  a  minimum  width  of  200  feet 
in  Calumet  River  from  the  Elgin,  Joliet,  and  Eastern  Railway  Bridge 
to  turning  basin  No.  5 ;  widening  the  channel  through  the  rock  section 
of  Calumet  River,  together  with  the  presently  authorized  widening 
and  straightening  of  the  river,  all  to  a  depth  of  27  feet  in  earth  and 

28  feet  in  rock :  a  depth  of  27  feet  OA^er  the  authorized  limits  of  turning 
basin  No.  1  on  Calumet  River;  enlarging  turning  basin  No.  5,  and 
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deepening  the  enlarged  basins  to  27  feet;  elimination  of  turning  basins 
Nos.  2  and  4;  a  depth  of  27  feet  within  authorized  limits  to  Lake 
Calumet  and  its  entrance  channel ;  and  extending  the  existing  project 
limits  in  Lake  Calumet  3,000  feet  northward  at  a  width  of  1,000  feet 
and  a  depth  of  27  feet.  Further,  that  the  uncompleted  work  author¬ 
ized  in  1935  for  the  related  river  section  be  combined  with  the  addi¬ 
tional  work  now  recommended  for  that  section  (exclusive  of  turning 
basins  Nos.  2  and  4)  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a  single  further  im¬ 
provement,  with  estimated  cost  of  $13,479,000  for  construction,  includ¬ 
ing  $2,015,000  for  work  previously  authorized  and  $11,464,000  for 
additional  work  now  recommended,  and  that  this  combination  super¬ 
sede  the  authorization  for  construction  of  the  pertinent  uncompleted 
portion  of  the  work  authorized  by  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1935. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1961). — 

Federal _ $11>  464,  000 

Non-Federal _  12,  081,  000 

Total _  23,  545,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$433,000 

17,000 

$560,000 

$993,000 

17,000 

450, 000 

560,000 

1,010,000 

2,393,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  projects,  including  suitable  areas  re¬ 
quired  for  initial  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulk¬ 
heads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  worlis ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  provide  and 
maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas 
commensurate  with  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  ac¬ 
complish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations  as  may  be 
requii’ed  in  docks,  bulkheads,  submarine  utility  facilities,  and  other 
structures:  provide  such  bridge  protection  as  may  be  required;  and 
provide  adequate  bulkheads  where  required  in  connection  with  en¬ 
largement  of  the  river  channel  and  turning  basins  or,  in  lieu  of  such 
bulkheads,  furnish  releases  saving  the  Plnited  States  hannless  against 
any  claims  for  damages  from  erosion,  bank  losses,  or  other  conse¬ 
quences  of  the  work ;  and  provided  further  that  work  on  any  separable 
feature  may  be  undertaken  independently  of  any  other,  whenever 
funds  for  that  feature  are  available  and  the  pertinent  local  coopera¬ 
tion  has  been  furnished. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  harbor  is  an  integral  part  of  the  system  of  Great 
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Lakes  harbors  and  connecting  channels.  The  improvement  as  pro¬ 
posed  is  necessary  and  justified  to  permit  full  loading  of  the  large 
vessels. 

NF.W  BUFFALO  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  481,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — New  Buffalo  Harbor  is  at  the  mouth  of  Galien  River 
on  the  southeast  short  of  Lake  Michigan,  about  10  miles  northeast  of 
Michigan  City,  Ind.,  and  45  miles  east  of  Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committee 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  June  20, 1957,  and 
July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project.- — A  Federal  navigation  project  adopted  in  1852 
provided  for  a  revetted  entrance  channel  12  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide.  Expenditures  of  $83,000  to  1885,  when  all  work  was  discon¬ 
tinued,  resulted  in  a  partially  revetted  channel  6  feet  deep,  40  feet  wide, 
and  1,400  feet  long,  which  constitutes  substantially  the  present  channel. 
Since  1954  local  interests  have  spent  about  $58,000  for  a  timber  jetty 
north  of  the  entrance  and  channel  improvements,  and  about  $270,000 
for  moorage  facilities.  They  have  under  construction,  or  are  planning, 
additional  facilities  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $144,000.  A  public  ramp 
for  boat  launching  is  oiierated  by  the  village  of  New  Buffalo. 

Navigation  problem. — The  entrance  lacks  protection  against  lake 
storms  and  the  channel  is  subject  to  shoaling  from  shifting  sandbars 
resulting  from  southerly  littoral  drift.  These  conditions  render 
small-craft  navigation  hazardous.  Local  attempts  at  channel  main¬ 
tenance  have  been  inadequate.  Existing  project  provisions  are  not 
suitable  for  present  and  future  needs. 

Reco-mmended  plan  of  improvement. — Abandon  the  existing  in¬ 
active  project  and  construct  new  project  providing  for  construction 
of  two  breakwaters,  one  extending  lakeward  for  1,400  feet  from  the 
shore  northeast  of  the  Galien  River  mouth,  and  the  other  for  860  feet 
from  the  shore  on  the  southwest  side ;  and  dredging  of  a  channel  10 
feet  deep,  80  to  180  feet  wide,  and  about  850  feet  long  from  the  lake 
to  the  river  mouth,  thence  8  feet  cleei^  and  80  feet  wide  for  1.250  feet 
in  the  river. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1961). — 

Federal -  $667,  000 

Non-Federal -  615,  000 


Total -  1,282,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  . 

$25, 500 
21,000 
500 

$28,000 

$53, 500 
21.000 
500 

Maintenance _ _  _ 

Maintenance,  aids  to  navigation.  _ 

Total _  . 

47,000 

28,000 

75,000 

32, 400 
49,200 
16,000 
4,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

Recreational  boating _ 

Reduced  local  maintenance _  ... 

Increased  commercial  fish  catch _ 

Total _ 

102, 100 
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Denefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  48  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  due  to  recreational 
boating  benefits,  such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  $615,000, 
to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to 
final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  sim- 
sequent  disposal  of  spoil  in  a  stockpile  for  beach  nourishment;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
utilities,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  including  dredging  of  berthing  areas 
to  depths  commensurate  with  the  related  project  depth;  and  preserve 
mooring  facilities  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  transient  craft. 
The  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for  the  recommended  improvements 
is  estimated  at  $667,000  for  construction  and  $21,000  annually  for 
maintenance.  The  Michigan  State  Waterways  Commission  has  ex¬ 
pressed  its  support  for  the  improvements  and  has  offered  to  provide 
any  required  local  cooperation. 

C omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  F avorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  would  provide  a  needed 
harbor  of  refuge,  increase  commercial  fishing  and  recreational  boat¬ 
ing  activities,  and  reduce  boat  damages.  The  local  cash  contribution, 
due  to  the  recreational  benefits,  follows  existing  policy  on  this  matter. 

CASEVILLE  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  64,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Caseville  Harbor,  about  40  miles  northeasterly  of  Bay 
City,  jMich.,  is  at  the  mouth  of  Pigeon  River  on  the  east  shore  of 
Saginaw  Bay,  an  arm  of  Lake  Huron. 

Authority. — ^Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  April  24,  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Caseville. 

N avigation  problem. — Navigation  by  light-draft  vessels  cruising  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  mouth  of  Pigeon  River  is  adversely  affected  by  fre¬ 
quent,  severe  northerly  and  northeasterly  storms  sweeping  across  long 
expanses  of  open  water  in  Lake  Huron.  The  presence  of  rocky  reefs 
extending  from  the  shore  and  from  adjacent  islands  in  the  area  con¬ 
stitutes  an  additional  hazard  to  small  craft  cruising  near  shore  and 
greatly  increases  the  sailing  distance  between  sheltered  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  constructing  a 
breakwater,  1,300  feet  long,  extending  northwesterly  from  the  bay 
shore  at  the  north  side  of  the  mouth  of  Pigeon  River;  and  dredging 
an  entrance  channel  10  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  that  depth 
in  Saginaw  Bay,  decreasing  to  80  feet  in  width  at  the  outer  end  of 
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the  breakwater  and  extending  riverward  100  feet  at  the  same  depth; 
thence  a  channel  8  feet  deep  and  80  feet  wide  to  the  river  mouth,  de¬ 
creasing  to  60  feet  in  width  and  extending  upstream  approximately 
1,000  feet,  with  widening  to  80  feet  in  the  upper  300-foot  reach  to 
serve  as  a  turning  basin,  all  at  the  same  depth. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1959) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$327,  000 
327,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


.654,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  anti  amortization.. 

$12, 000 
2,  500 
300 

$14, 000 

$26, 000 
2,  500 
300 

-Maintenance  anti  operation _ _ 

Maintenance  navication  aids. . 

Total _ 

14,800 

14, 000 

28, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ 

36, 700 
2, 000 

Harbor  of  refuge _ 

Total _ _ _ 

38,  700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  must  agree  to:  (a)  contribute 
in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  general 
navigation  facilities  comprising  the  channel  and  breakwater,  such 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $327,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  jtrior  to  initiation  of  consti’uction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  (fb)  provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  {c)  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project;  {d)  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities,  and  utilities,  including 
a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms ;  the  dredging  of  berthing  areas  to  be  commensurate  with  the 
depth  of  the  Federal  channel  improvements;  {e)  establish  a  properly 
constituted  and  competent  public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  finan¬ 
cially  and  to  provide  and  operate  essential  local  facilities;  and  (/) 
reserve  spaces  within  the  anchorage  and  mooring  facilities  adequate 
for  the  accommodation  of  transient  craft ;  and  provided  further  that, 
if  it  is  determined  in  detailed  studies  that  spoil  disposal  areas  are 
needed,  local  interests  agree  to  furnish,  upon  I'equest  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  and  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  any  such  areas 
required  including  such  dikes,  bulkheads  and  embankments  as  may 
be  necessary,  for  the  initial  dredging  and  subsequent  maintenance. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  project  provides  for  the  needs  of  existing 
and  prospective  light-draft  craft  operating  in  this  area.  The  com- 
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mittee  notes  that  local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  one  half  of 
the  cost  of  the  project  clue  to  recreational  boating  benefits  which  is  in 
accordance  with  existing  policy. 

SAGINAW  RIVER,  MICH. 

(II.  Doc.  544,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location.— \\\  Michigan  on  the  east  shore.  Saginaw  River  flows  22 
miles  northward  to  the  head  of  Saginaw  Bay,  a  southwestern  arm  of 
Lake  Huron. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  project  provides  for  an  entrance 
channel  350  feet  wide  and  24  feet  cleep  in  the  river  to  the  Detroit  & 
Mackinac  Railway  bridge,  thence  22  feet  deep  to  Sixth  Street,  Sagi¬ 
naw,  and  thence  16.5  feet  deep  to  the  head  of  the  river  at  Green  Point, 
a  total  distance  of  29  miles;  and  three  turning  basins:  one  20  feet  deep 
at  Essexville,  another  20  feet  deep  at  Carrollton,  and  the  third  in  Sagi¬ 
naw  15  feet  deep.  Also  provides  for  elimination  from  the  project  of 
the  existing  entrance  channel  in  the  bay  upon  completion  of  the  new 
channel. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  project  dimensions  are  inadequate 
to  accommodate  present  and  prospective  bulk-  and  general-cargo  ves¬ 
sels  serving  the  terminals  along  the  river. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  a  channel  27 
feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Saginaw  Bay  for  a 
distance  of  14  miles  to  the  angle  in  the  channel  near  the  river  mouth ; 
thence  a  channel  26  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  0.4  of 
a  mile  to  the  river  mouth ;  thence  a  channel  25  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide  for  2.8  miles  up  the  river  to  the  Detroit  &  Mackinac  Railway 
bridge;  a  depth  of  25  feet  in  the  Essexville  turning  basin  over  a 
width  of  600  feet,  including  a  triangular  extension  of  500  feet  at  the 
downstream  end ;  a  turning  basin  22  feet  deep,  650  feet  wide  and  6.2 
acres  in  area,  at  river  mile  8.8  near  the  airport;  a  depth  of  22  feet  over 
the  present  width  of  200  feet  for  a  distance  of  2,800  feet  in  the  channel 
upstream  from  the  Sixth  Street  Bridge ;  and  a  turning  basin  20  feet 
deep,  650  feet  wide,  and  6.2  acres  in  area  upstream  of  the  Sixth  Street 
Bridge,  at  about  mile  17.1. 

Estimated  cost  {prioe  level  of  January  1962) . — 

Federal - $4,  780,  000 

Non-Federal _  110,  000 


Total 


4,  890,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charses: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$179, 300 
32, 000 
3,000 

$5, 100 

$184, 400 
32,000 
3,000 

Maintenance  dredgina...  _ 

Maintaining  aids  to  navigation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

214, 300 

5, 100 

219, 400 

Annual  benefits; 

Transportation  savines _ _ _ _ _ 

275,  700 
19, 100 

Vessel  turning  cost  savings _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

294, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooferation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvement  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion,  including  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works ;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  improvements;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  dock  approaches  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
accomplish  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  al¬ 
terations  as  may  be  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  submarine 
utility  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are  willing  and 
able  to  comply  with  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  would  permit  use  of  larger 
vessels  with  resultant  transportation  savings  on  bulk  and  general 
cargo.  Extension  of  the  deepdraft  channel  upstream  and  provision  of 
turning  basins  will  encourage  industrial  development  in  the  adjacent 
areas. 

ROUGE  RIVER,  MICHIGAN 
(H.  Doc.  509,  87th.  Cong.) 

T^ocation. — Eouge  River  is  located  in  southeastern  Michigan  and  it 
joins  the  Detroit  River  between  the  cities  of  Detroit  and  River  Rouge, 
Mich. 

Authority. — Partial  response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  on  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively.  It  is 
also  in  partial  response  to  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives  adopted  on  July  21,  1950. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  main  channel  3  miles  in  len^h 
from  the  Detroit  River  through  the  short-cut  canal  to  the  turning 
basin  just  above  Dix  Avenue  Bridge  all  21  feet  deep ;  and  an  older  side 
channel  from  the  Detroit  River  1^/2  miles  in  length  joining  the  main 


94  RR"ER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


channel  immediately  upstream  of  the  Detroit  Toledo  &  Ironton  Rail¬ 
road  bridge  of  varying  depths  from  17  to  25  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — Present  channel  depths  are  inadequate  to 
permit  efficient  use  of  modern  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  25 
feet  and  widening  to  suitable  widths  the  main  channel  of  the  Rouge 
River  from  the  Detroit  River  to  just  below  the  Jefferson  Street  Bridge ; 
a  turning  basin  at  the  junction  of  the  old  channel  and  the  main  channel 
25  feet  deep ;  and  maintenance  of  those  portions  of  the  existing  pro¬ 
ject  outside  the  25-foot  channel  limits. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1962) . — 

-  $257,  000 

Non-Federal -  1,240,000 


Total -  1,497,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$9,  900 
5,000 

$57,  700 
5,000 

$67,600 

10,000 

Increased  maintenance _ _ 

Total _ 

14, 900 

62,  700 

77,600 
157, 300 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation.— without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of  the 
improvements  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including 
suitable  areas  determined  bv  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in 
the  general  public  interest  for  initial  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  neces¬ 
sary  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such 
retaining  works ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements; 
provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  to  accommodate  the  commerce  to 
be  served  by  the  improved  channel ;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the 
depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  accomplish  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations  as  may  be  required 
in  docks,  bulkheads,  and  other  structures,  and  take  such  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  assure  stability  of  banks  adjacent  to  the  project 
channel ;  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  bridge 
protection  as  may  be  required. 

C omynents  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 

C om/mcnts  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.  The  proposed  improvement  would  permit  more  efficient 
use  of  modem  vessels  and  is  considered  practicable  and  economically 
justified.  The  committee  notes  that  the  non-Federal  cost  is  much 
greater  than  the  Federal  cost  and  that  local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  95 


HURON  harbor,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  16n,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Huron  Harbor,  Ohio,  is  at  the  mouth  of  the  Huron 
River  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Erie,  about  47  miles  west  of  Cleve¬ 
land,  Ohio. 

^  Authority. — Interim  report  in  partial  response  to  resolutions  of  the 
(  ommittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  adopted  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Exiting  project. — -The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  chan¬ 
nel  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  to  the  river  entrance  25  deep  in  soft 
material  and  26  feet  deep  in  hard  material ;  a  pier  on  the  west  side 
of  the  channel  and  a  breakwater  on  the  east  side  of  the  channel,  $3,170 
feet  and  1,450  feet  long,  respectively;  and  enlargement  but  not  main¬ 
tenance  of  a  turning  basin  19  feet  deep  adjacent  to  slip  No.  2.  Local 
interests  have  dredged  and  maintained  the  river  channel  and  turning 
basin  above  the  limits  of  Federal  maintenance. 

Navigation  problem. — The  present  controlling  depths  in  Huron 
Harbor  are  insufficient  to  accommodate  modern  vessels  loaded  with 
iron  ore,  grain,  and  coal,  and  desirous  of  using  depths  available  in  the 
connecting  channels  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  The  turning  basin 
at  the  upstream  end  of  deep-draft  navigation  is  too  small  for  safe 
use  by  vessels  larger  than  class  5.  Storms  from  the  northeasterly 
direction  create,  turbulence  in  the  harbor  which  hampers  loading  oper¬ 
ations  in  the  coal  slip.  These  storms  also  interfere  with  vessels  enter¬ 
ing  and  leaving  the  harbor.  The  entrance  channel  is  narrow  and 
exposed  and  the  stopping  or  checking  distance  is  insufficient  for  the 
large  vessels  entering  the  confined  river  channel. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  an  approach 
channel  400  feet  at  the  outer  end  and  300  feet  at  the  inner  end  and  29 
feet  deep  extending  from  the  lake  to  a  point  opposite  the  outer  end  of 
the  east  breakwater ;  an  entrance  channel  28  feet  deep  in  soft  material 
and  29  feet  in  hard,  300  feet  wide  at  the  outer  end  and  150  feet  at  the 
inner  end,  extending  from  the  outer  end  of  the  east  breakwater  to  slip 
No.  1  of  the  New  York,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. ;  a  river 
channel  27  feet  deep  in  soft  and  28  feet  in  hard  material,  120  feet  wide 
at  the  outer  end  and  350  feet  at  the  inner  end  extending  from  slip 
No.  1  to  the  turning  basin;  a  turning  basin  750  feet  wide  and  22  feet 
deep  in  hard  and  21  feet  in  soft  material;  a  detached  breakwater  1,575 
feet  long  approximately  2,000  feet  lakeward  of  the  outer  end  of  the 
west  pier ;  and  abandonment  of  the  lakeward  end  of  the  existing  ap¬ 
proach  channel  not  included  in  the  plan. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1959) . — 

Federal _ $8,  557,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  080, 000 


Total. 


9,  637,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  opperation _ 

319, 500 
59,500 
2,200 

53,600 

1  -13,000 

373, 100 
46, 500 
2,200 

381, 200 

40,600 

421,800 

Annual  benefits: 

443,000 

6,000 

Total _ 

449,000 

*  Includes  reduction  of  $18,000  in  non-Federal  maintenance  in  the  river  channel  and  turning  basin  and  an 
Increase  of  $5,000  non-Federal  maintenance  for  slips  Nos.  1  and  2. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  when  and 
where  necessary,  dredge  the  areas  between  the  Federal  improvement 
and  terminal  facilities  to  adequate  depths ;  and,  regulate  mooring  to 
any  dock,  bulkhead,  or  other  stnicture  on  the  west  side  of  the  river, 
to  prevent  interference  with  the  turning  and  passage  of  vessels.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  provide  require¬ 
ments. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  conunittee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
are  desirable  for  existing  and  prospective  vessel  traffic  and  are  econom¬ 
ically  justified. 

CLEVELAND  HARBOR,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  527,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — South  shore  of  Lake  Erie  at  mouth  of  Cuyahoga  River. 

Authority. — This  interim  report  is  in  partial  response  to  similar 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956, 
respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
outer  harbor,  5  miles  long,  1,600  to  2,400  feet  wide,  protected  by  break¬ 
waters;  a  main  entrance  700  feet  wide;  two  parallel  piers  325  feet 
apart  at  tlie  mouth  of  Cuyahoga  River;  a  depth  of  29  feet  through 
the  lake  approach  channel,  depths  of  19  to  28  feet  in  the  oqter  harbor, 
and  a  depth  of  27  feet  up  the  river  to  the  site  of  the  former  New 
York  Central  swing  bridge,  thence  23  feet  to  mile  5.8  in  Cuyahoga 
River,  with  a  turning  basin  18  feet  deep  at  mile  4.8 ;  depths  of  27  and 
21  feet  in  Old  River;  and  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  replac¬ 
ing  seven  railroad  bridges  over  the  Cuyahoga  River,  and  one  rail¬ 
road  bridge  and  one  highway  bridge  over  Old  River. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  project  depths  are  not  adequate  to 
]iermit  vessels  in  the  oversea  general  cargo  and  newsprint  commerce 
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calling  at  terminals  in  the  east  basin  of  the  outer  harbor  section  to 
load  to  the  maximum  safe  drafts  permitted  by  the  Great  Lakes  con¬ 
necting  channels  and  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  projects. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  plan  A,  a  depth 
of  27  feet  in  an  area  extending  easterly  about  3,800  feet  from  the  exist¬ 
ing  28-foot  project  area  and  southerly  from  the  existing  maintenance 
line  on  the  north  to  a  limit  75  feet  north  of  the  harbor  line  on  the 
south,  easterly  of  a  line  800  feet  east  of  the  west  end  of  the  east  break¬ 
water,  and  28  feet  westerly  of  the  line;  and  provide  for  plan  B,  a 
depth  of  25  feet  in  a  dock  approach  channel  to  the  Nicholson  Cleve¬ 
land  Terminal  Co.  pier,  from  the  25-foot  depth  contour  to  a  limit  75 
feet  north  of  the  pierhead  line,  400  feet  wide  at  the  shoreward  end  and 
flared  toward  the  lake.  It  is  further  recommended  that  when  the 
necessary  conditions  of  local  cooperation  for  either  plan  A  or  plan  B 
have  been  fulfilled,  construction  may  be  initiated  on  that  plan,  irre-, 
spective  of  the  status  of  local  cooperation  for  the  other  plan ;  the  un¬ 
completed  25-foot  channel  through  the  east  basin,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3, 1958,  be  combined  with  the  additional 
work  recommended  herein  for  plan  A  and  treated  as  a  single  item  of 
work;  and  the  authority  for  dredging  to  19  feet  with  provisional 
dredging  to  23  feet  in  the  remaining  portion  of  the  east  basin  and  for 
dredging  the  uncompleted  portion  of  the  channel  in  Cuyahoga  River 
at  the  upstream  limit  of  the  Federal  project  be  eliminated  from  the 
project. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  November  1961). — 


Plan  A 

Plan  B 

Total, 
plans  A 
and  B 

Federal _ _  .  . 

$S28.000 

100,000 

$60,000 

82,000 

$888,000 

182,000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . . 

928,000 

142,000 

1, 070, 000 

Project  economics. — • 


Plan  A 

Plan  B 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$31,700 
15, 000 

$4, 300 
2,000 

$26,000 

17,000 

$2,  400 
5,000 
300 

$3,800 

2,500 

$6,200 

7,500 

300 

Maintenance  dredging _ _ 

Aids  to  navigation . . . 

Total. . . . . . . 

46,700 

6,300 

53,000 

252,000 

7, 700 

6,300 

14,000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings: 
General  cargo . . 

Newsprint-- _ _ _ 

236,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ _ _ 

4.8 

16.9 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ment  ;  when  and  where  necessary,  dredge  the  areas  between  the  chan¬ 
nel  limits  and  terminal  facilities  commensurate  with  the  adjacent 


90050—62. 


•7 


98  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

Federal  project  depth;  provide  the  necessary  terminal  facilities  to 
accommodate  prospective  commerce  considered  in  the  report  of  the 
district  engineer;  and  control  operations  of  the  Burke  liakefront 
Airport  to  permit  free  and  unrestricted  navigation  use  of  the  west 
side  of  Lederer  terminal  and  terminals  westerly  therefrom  and  of  the 
Nicholson  Cleveland  terminal.  The  city  of  Cleveland  and  transpoi'ta- 
tion  interests  directly  concenied  have  indicated  their  willingness  and 
ability  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Coimnents  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  F avorable. 

Convtnents  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  will  permit  loading  of  the 
larger  vessels  to  the  full  draft  permitted  by  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
and  Great  Lakes  connecting  channel  projects.  The  committee  notes 
that  the  project  is  amply  justified. 

GKEAT  LAKES  JIAKBEKS - INTEKIM  REPOKT  ON  CONXEAUT  HARBOR,  OHIO 

(H.  Doc.  415,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — At  the  mouth  of  Conneaut  River  on  the  south  shore  of 
Lake  Erie,  about  73  miles  northeast  of  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  on  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively.  It  is 
also  in  full  response  to  a  House  committee  resolution  adopted  April 
13,  1948,  and  in  partial  i-esponse  to  a  House  committee  resolution 
adopted  June  3, 195^). 

Existing^  jyroject.—Pvo\\(\^s  in  general  for  two  breakwaters  total¬ 
ing  9,640  feet  in  length,  with  an  entrance  channel  600  feet  wide,  and 
a  gap  in  the  west  breakwater  100  feet  wide;  and  east  pier  1,008  feet 
long;  a  depth  of  25  feet  in  soft  and  26  feet  in  hard  material  in  the 
eastern  part  of  the  outer  harbor;  and  a  depth  of  20  feet  over  the 
triangular  western  part. 

N avigation  prohlem. — The  existing  channel  dimension  will  not  ac¬ 
commodate  existing  and  prospective  Great  Lakes  bulk  vessels;  there 
is  a  need  to  eliminate  dangerous  crosscurrents  in  the  outer  harbor; 
and  there  is  a  need  for  an  outer  harbor  channel  for  commercial  fishing 
craft. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Provides  in  general  for 
depths  of  28  to  29  feet  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  outer  harbor;  depths 
of  22  to  23  feet  in  the  western  part  of  the  outer  harbor ;  depth  of  27 
to  28  feet  for  a  distance  of  2,450  feet  in  the  Conneaut  River  with 
widths  varying  from  300  to  180  feet;  removal  of  the  east  pier  and 
modifications  of  the  southern  outer  harbor  limits;  extension  of  the  east 
breakwater;  an  access  channel  8  feet  deep,  200  to  250  feet  wide  from 
the  outer  harbor  to  the  city  dock;  that  the  uncompleted  part  of  the 
authorized  work  be  combined  with  work  recommended  and  be  treated 
as  a  single  improvement;  and  provides  further  that  the  work  may 
be  accomplished  on  the  main  harbor  or  the  city  dock  channel  inde¬ 
pendently  of  the  other. 
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Estimated  cost  {p^rice  level,  J anuary  1961 ) . — 


r 

Main 

harbor 

Channel  to 
city  dock 

Total 

Federal . . . . . . 

$6, 060, 000 
180,000 

$119, 000 
6,200 

$6, 179, 000 
185, 200 

Non-Federal . . . . . . . . . 

Total. _ _ _ _ 

6, 240, 060 

124,200 

6, 364, 200 

< 

Project  economics. — 


Main  harbor 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _ _ _ _ _ 

.$231, 300 
52,000 

$8,400 

-12,400 

$239, 700 
39,600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

283, 300 

-4,000 

279, 300 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

Channel  to  city  dock  ; 

$4,  400 
10,200 

$300 

500 

$4,700 

10,700 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

14,600 

800 

15, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Delays  and  damages  prevented _ _ _ _ _ 

Main  harbor 

Channel  to  ‘ 
city  dock 

$54. 000 
1,313,000 

Savings  in.  transportation _ 

Commercial-fishmg.w-.-- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$40, 400 

Total _ 

1, 367, 000 

40,400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Main  harboi-,  4.9 ;  channel  to  city  dock,  2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide^ 
and  maintain  deptlis  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  related  proj¬ 
ect  areas;  and  accomplish  alterations  as  required.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willing^less  and  ability  to  meet  tlie  recjuirements. 

O ainments  of  the  iState  and  Federal  agencies. — 

,  '  Department  of  the  Interior :  Favoi’able. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  ' 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  will  accommodate  existing’ 
Great  Lakes  bulk  vessels  and  provide  an  access  channel  for  commercial 
fishing  craft.  The  committee  notes  that  the  projects  are  amply  justi*- 
fied  and  that  work  can  be  accomplished  on  the  main  harbor  or  the 
city  dock  channel  independently  of  the  other. 

■  •  <  ERIF.  HARBOR,  PA. 

(H.  Doc.  340,  87th  Cong.) 

T.ocation,. — Ei-ie  Harbor,  Pa.,  is  located  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Erie  about  78  miles  southwest  of  Buffalo,  N.Y.,  and  is  in  a  landlocked 
bay  formed  by  Presque  Isle  Peninsula  and  the  mainland. 
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Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Kepresentatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  piers 
and  a  breakwater  at  the  harbor  entrance ;  an  entrance  channel  29  feet 
deep ;  a  basin  and  channel  28  to  29  feet  deep  extending  within  50  feet 
of  the  harbor  line  opposite  the  iron  ore  dock;  two  basins,  one  21  feet 
deep  and  the  other  18  feet  deep ;  and  an  inner  channel  and  basin  23 
feet  deep.  Local  interests  constructed  part  of  an  original  breakwater 
and  have  provided  terminal  facilities,  access  channels,  and  slips  for 
deep-draft  vessels. 

Navigation  proElem. — Harbor  depths  are  inadequate  for  traffic  now 
using  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  and  Great  Lakes  connecting  channels. 

Recom'mended  plan  of  Provides  for  a  depth  of  27 

feet  in  soft  material  and  28  feet  in  hard  material  in  the  area  in  front 
of  the  Duquesne  marine  terminal ;  and  further  provides  that  the  un¬ 
completed  part  of  the  work  authorized  in  1935  be  combined  with  the 
additional  work  recommended  herein  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a 
single  work  item,  with  estimated  cost  of  $699,000  for  construction,  in¬ 
cluding  $28,000  for  work  previously  authoried,  and  that  this  combina¬ 
tion  supersede  the  authoriation  for  the  uncompleted  portion  of  the 
work  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1935. 

Estimated  cost  {October  1960  price  level). — 

Federal _ $671,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 


Total -  671, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Tnt.pr«.<5t,  and  amortization 

26,000 

26,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total . 

26,000 

26,000 

58,000 

Annual  beneflLs:  Transportation  savines.  . 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2,2. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement ; 
and  maintain  depths  in  the  berths  adjacent  to  the  Duquense  marine 
terminal  and  in  the  connecting  waters,  thence  to  the  Federal  project, 
comparable  to  those  in  the  related  Federal  project  area.  Local  inter¬ 
ests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  furnish  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  project  would  permit  vessels  in  the  over¬ 
sea  traffic  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  depth  provided  in  the  connect¬ 
ing  channels  and  the  St,  Lawrence  Seaway. 
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BUFFALO  HARBOR,  N.Y. 


(H.  Doc.  451,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Buffalo  Harbor  is  located  at  the  eastern  end  of  Lake 
Erie. 

Authority. — Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  May  18, 1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  in  general  for  an  outer  harbor,  pro¬ 
tected  by  breakwaters,  with  depths  ranging  from  23  to  28  feet  with 
two  entrance  channels  and  an  inner  harbor  consisting  of  Buffalo  River 
and  Buffalo  Ship  Canal  with  depths  of  22  to  23  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  depths  are  not  com¬ 
mensurate  with  depths  being  provided  in  the  Great  Lakes  connecting 
channels  and  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  in  general  for  deep¬ 
ening  the  outer  harbor  to  27  feet  over  a  500-foot  width  for  a  distance 
of  2,500  feet  northward  from  the  28-foot  project  area  with  varying 
widths  for  a  distance  of  1,700  feet  and  continuing  for  7,000  feet ;  elimi¬ 
nate  from  the  existing  project,  the  strip  25  feet  wide  between  the 
presently  authorized  and  the  recommended  easterly  dredged  limits; 
elimination  of  the  easterly  50  feet  of  existing  project  extending  from 
the  proposed  27-foot  depth  area  to  the  Buffalo  River  entrance  channel ; 
and  that  the  uncompleted  authorized  work  (estimated  Federal  cost 
$313,500)  be  combined  with  the  recommended  work  (estimated  Fed¬ 
eral  cost  $2,796,500)  at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $3,110,000. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961 ) . — 

Federal - $2,  796,  500 

Non-Federal _  300, 000 


Total _  3,  096, 600 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Tot^ 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortlzatlnn 

$102, 100 
18, 100 

$10,900 

1,500 

$113,000 

19,600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ 

120,200 

12,400 

132,600 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings 

211, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  suit¬ 
able  areas  for  initial  disposal  of  spoil,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining 
w’orks ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement ;  and,  provide 
and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing 
areas  commensurate  with  the  depth  provided  in  the  related  project 
area. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remm'ks. — Deepening  of  Buffalo  Harbor,  as  proposed,  is  economi¬ 
cally  justified,  and  is  necessary  to  permit  loading  of  bulk  and  general 
cargo  carriers  to  the  full  25.5-foot  draft  permitted  by  the  authorized 
connecting  channels  and  available  in  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

GREAT  SODUS  BAY  HARBOR,  N.Y. 

(H.  Uoc.  138,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor  is  in  Great  Sodus  Bay  on  the 
south  shore  of  Lake  Ontario,  about  31  miles  east  of  Ivocliester,  N.Y., 
and  29  miles  west  of  Oswego,  N.Y. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  of  the  Connnittees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  adopted  May  18,  195G,  amj. 
June  27, 1956,  respectively.  _  , 

,  Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1940, 
provides  for  a  channel  22  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  the  lake  to 
the  outer  pierheads,  thence  20  feet  deep  and  200  to  300  feet  wide  to 
deep  water  in  the  bay.  The  project  includes  two  parallel  entrance 
piers  450  feet  apart,  and  two  breakwaters  inshore  of  the  piers.  The 
Eiver  and  Harbor  Act,  approved  August  30,  1935,  required  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Eailroad  Co.  to  dredge  and  maintain  a  channel  20  feet  deep 
and  of  suitable  width  from  deep  water  in  the  bay  to  its  coal-shipping 
dock,  with  a  turning  basin  at  the  dock.  The  company  presently  main¬ 
tains  a  channel  21  feet  deep,  150  feet  wide,  and  about  one-half  mile 
long,  Avith  a  turning  basin  about  700  feet  wide. 

Navigation  yrohlem. — Tlie  principal  navigation  problem  at  Gi'eat 
Sodus  Bay  Harbor  is  lack  of  adequate  depth  to  permit  use  of  maximum 
draft  by  the  large  bulk  cargo  vessels  engaged  in  carrying  coal. 

Recom'mended  plrmi  of  improvement. — Provides  for  modification  of 
the  existing  project  for  Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  N.Y.,  to  provide  for 
a  depth  of  25  feet  over  a  width  of  300  feet  in  the  approach  channel 
from  the  lake  to  the  piers ;  a  depth  of  24  feet  over  a  Avidth  of  200  feet 
betAveen  piers;  thence  over  a  Avidth  of  450  feet  to  deep  Avater  bayAvard 
of  the  piers ;  and  a  channel  22  feet  deep  and  200  feet  Avide  from  deep 
Avater  in  the  bay  to  the  turning  basin  at  the  coal  dock.  .  ,  . 

Estimated  cost  (Judy  1959  price  level). — 

Federal _  $765,  000 

Non-Federal _  314,000 

Total _  1,079,000 


Project  econonncs. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total  , 

Annual  charges: 

$29,600 

$14, 700 

$44,200 

16, 300 

0 

16,300 

45,800 

14,700 

60,600 

198,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

I.ocal  cooperation. — Provided  that  prior  to  construction,  local  in¬ 
terests  agree  to :  (a)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improA^ements; 
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•{&)  provide  and  maintain  a  turning  basin  at  the  coal  dock,  22  feet  deep 
and  gtenerally  800  feet  Avide;  (c)  provide  and  maintain  a  depth  of  22 
feet  over  a  width  of  75  feet  in  the  berthing  areas  at  the  coal  dock;  and 
(c?)  provide  adequate  coal-handling  facilities  as  needed  to  serve  the 
prospective  coal  commerce.  Ijocal  interests  have  indicated  willing¬ 
ness  and  al)ility  to  provide  retiuirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

3tate  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Great  So.dns  Harbor  is  an  important  harbor  for  the  ship; 
ment  of  bituminous  coal  in  the  Lake  Ontario  and  St.  LaAvrence  region!. 
The  proposed  improA*ement  is  amply  justified  and  is  necessary  to  per¬ 
mit  greater  utilization  of  large  modern  bulk  cargo  A’essels  serving  the 
port. 

OSAATGO  HARBOR,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  471,  87th  Cong.) 

Locaticai. — OsAATgo  Harbor,  N.Y.,  is  near  the  easterly  end  of  the 
south  shore  of  Lake  Ontario  at  the  mouth  of  the  OsAvego  River. 

AvthoHty. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  RepresentatiA’'e  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectiATly. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  OsAvego  Harbor 
generally  provides  for  an  outer  harbor  formed  by  a  system  of  break-! 
AA'aters  comprising  an  outer  Avest  breakAvater  connected  Avith  the  shore, 
a  Avest  arroAA'heacl  breakAAUiter,  an  east  arroAvhead  brealcAATter,  and  an 
miter  east  breakA\-ater  connected  with  the  shore ;  a  depth  of  21  feet  in 
soft  material  and  22  feet  in  hard  material  in  the  outer  harbor  betAveen 
the  arroAvhead  breakAvaters,  in  the  Avest  outer  harbor,  and  betAveen 
the  harbor  lines  in  the  OsAATgo  Rh^r  north  of  the  noith  line  of  Seneca 
Street ;  a  channel  250  feet  Avide  in  the  east  outer  harbor  and  an  irregu¬ 
larly  shaped  basin  at  the  easterly  end,  Avith  depths  of  18  feet  in  soft 
material  and  19  feet  in  hard  material;  maintenance  of  145  feet  of  the 
Avest  inner  breakAvater ;  and  a  detachecl  breakAvater  850  feet  long  at  the 
harbor  entrance  and  the  removal  of  shoals  to  a  depth  of  25  feet  beloAV 
loAv-Avater  datum  in  the  approach  to  the  entrance.  Two  project  fea¬ 
tures  have  been  designated  as  inactiAT — the  east  outer  harbor  and  the 
triangular  section  along  the  harbor  line  east  of  the  Oswego  River. 

Navigation  prohlem. — Existing  project  depths  are  inadequate  to 
accommodate  vessels  capable  of  utilizing  the  depths  of  the  Great  Lakes 
connecting  channels  and  the  St.  LaAvrence  SeaAvay. 

Recom, mended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  a  depth  of  27  feet 
in  the  lake  approach  channel  from  deep  Avater  in  Lake  Ontario  to  the 
entrance  gap  in  the  existing  arrowhead  breakAvaters;  a  depth  of  25  feet 
in  a  channel  generally  800  feet  wide  through  the  outer  harbor  from 
the  entrance  gap  terminating  in  a  turning  basin  about  750  feet  by  1,100 
feet  in  size  at  the  mouth  of  OsAvego  RiiTr  Avith  a  depth  of  25  feet;  a 
depth  of  24  feet  in  earth  and  25  feet  in  hard  material  in  a  channel  in 
OsAvego  RiATr  from  the  turning  basin  to  the  upstream  end  of  the  Port 
of  OsAvego  Authority’s  east  side  terminal,  a  distance  of  aboirt  1,600 
feet,  the  limits  of  the  channel  to  be  parallel  to  and  50  feet  channelAA^ard 
of  the  established  U.S.  harbor  lines;  relocation  of  the  Federal  project 
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limits  in  Oswego  River  between  the  upstream  end  of  the  Port  of  Os¬ 
wego  Authority’s  east  side  terminal  and  the  upstream  limit  of  the 
Federal  project,  at  the  north  line  of  West  Seneca  Street,  on  lines 

f>arallel  to  and  50  feet  channelward  of  the  established  U.S.  harbor 
ines;  elimination  from  the  Federal  project  of  maintenance  of  the 
west  inner  breakwater;  and  elimination  from  the  Federal  project  of 
the  modification  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  June  30, 
1948,  consisting  of  the  construction  of  an  outer  east  breakwater  4,900 
feet  long,  removal  of  about  1,020  feet  of  the  shoreward  end  of  the 
existing  east  breakwater,  provision  of  a  channel  generally  250  feet 
wide  with  an  irregularly  shaped  basin  at  its  easterly  end  with  deptlis 
of  18  feet  in  soft  material  and  19  feet  in  hard  material. 

Estimated  cost  {'price  level  of  November  1961 ) . — Federal,  $1,780,000. 
Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ 344^  200 

Maintenance  dredging _  4’  qqq 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids _ I  ’  500 


Total -  48,  700 

Annual  Benefits :  Transportation  savings _  99,  gOO 


Benefi-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  the  necessary  terminal  and  cargo 
handling  facilities  to  accommodate  vessels  engaged  in  traffic  in  alu¬ 
minum  and  general  cargo;  when  and  where  necessary,  dredge  and 
rnaintain  the  areas  between  the  Federal  improvement  and  terminal  fa¬ 
cilities  to  adequate  depths ;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
front  claims  for  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  improvement.  The  Port  of  Oswego  Authority  has  indicated  its 
willingness  to  comply  with  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Oswego  Harbor  is  one  of  the  principal  harbors  on  the 
Great  Lakes  with  waterborne  commerce  averaging  over  2  million  tons 
annually  for  the  period  1950-60.  Traffic  in  general  cargo  has  ma¬ 
terially  increased  since  opening  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  The 
proposed  harbor  improvement  is  amply  justified. 

DANA  POINT  HAEBOB,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  532,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.  -Dana  Point,  Calif.,  is  on  the  coast  in  southern  Orange 
County.  It  is  about  40  miles  southeast  of  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach 
Harbor  and  about  60  miles  northwest  of  San  Diego  Harbor.  The  site 
^  the  considered  harbor  is  in  a  sheltered  cove  in  the  lee  of  Dana 
Point,  a  precipitous  promontory  about  220  feet  high. 

Authority. — Public  Law  14.  79th  Congress,  approved  March  2, 
1945. 

Existir^^  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Dana 
Point.  Since  1956,  local  interests  have  provided  a  paved  access  road, 
about  2  acres  of  filled  land  protected  from  wave  action  by  stone  re- 
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vetment,  a  300-foot-long  concrete  pile-trestled  pier,  and  public  facili¬ 
ties,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $350,000. 

Navigation  prohlem. — Local  interests  state  that  small  craft  harbor 
is  needed  in  the  area,  not  only  for  pleasure  boating  but  also  as  a  refuge 
for  small  craft  during  bad  weather. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  entrance  channel  500  feet 
wide,  2,000  feet  long,  and  20  to  15  feet  deep;  a  main  channel  400  feet 
wide,  3,250  feet  long,  and  15  to  10  feet  deep;  an  east  channel  250  feet 
wide,  about  700  feet  long,  and  10  feet  deep ;  an  anchorage  area  350  feet 
wide,  about  600  feet  long  and  10  feet  deep ;  a  turning  basin  450  feet 
wide,  500  feet  long,  and  10  feet  deep ;  a  west  breakwater  5,400  feet  long; 
and  an  east  breakwater  2,340  feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level). — 

Federal _ * 

Non-Federal  _  °  3,  730,  000 

Total _  7, 460,  000 

1  Excludes  $30,000  for  preauthorlzatton  studies  and  $24,000  for  aids  to  naTigatlon. 

®  Cash  contribution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$138,000 

60,000 

$174,000 

$312,000 

60,000 

Total . 

198,000 

174,000 

372,000 

Annual  benefits: 

856,000 

4,000 

Sport  fishing _ 

860,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities ;  provide  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  subse¬ 
quent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain, 
adequate  service  frontage  and  public  landing  with  suitable  supply 
facilities,  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  and  access  roads, 
parking  areas,  and  other  necessary  public-use  shore  facilities ;  the  first 
phase  of  development  to  be  completed  within  5  years,  and  full  develop¬ 
ment  within  15  yeai-s,  after  completion  of  the  general  navigation  facili¬ 
ties;  operate  a  general  anchorage  area  and/or  mooring  facilities  hav¬ 
ing  reserved  spaces  adequate  for  accommodation  of  transient  boat 
traffic  and  for  refuge;  secure  and  hold  in  the  public  interest  all  lands 
bordering  the  development  to  a  width  sufficient  for  proper  functioning 
of  the  harbor.  Orange  County  Board  of  Supeiwisors  has  indicated 
willingness  to  provide  the  necessary  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  improvement 
is  needed  to  accommodate  the  growing  boat  population  m  Orange 
County  and  to  provide  a  harbor  of  refuge  for  small  craft  during  bad 
weather  or  other  emergencies.  Berthing  facilities  for  2,000  recrea¬ 
tional  boats  of  various  sizes  would  be  provided.  The  area  tributary 
to  Dana  Point  would  more  than  sustain  this  nmnber  of  boats.  The 
items  of  local  cooperation  including  the  cash  contribution  are  con¬ 
sidered  appropriate. 


SANTA  BARBARA  HARBOR,  CALIF. 


(H.  Doc.  518,  87tli  Cong.) 


Location. — The  harbor  is  on  the  coast  of  southern  California  about 
90  miles  northwest  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  by  House  Committee  on  Eivers  and  Har¬ 
bors  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  March  19,  1946,  and  June 
11,  1952,  respectively. 

Eaiisting  ptoject. — Federal  participation  in  existing  project  consists 
of  $30,000  annual  contribution  toward  operation  of  sand  intercepting 
plant.  Local  interests  maintain  an  existing  harbor  comprising  about 
84  acres  , to  depth  varying  from  0  to  21  feet,  and  a  1,500-foot-long 
entrance  channel  to  at  least  15  feet  deep. 

Navigatioii  pi^ohlem. — Present  harbor  inadequate  and  unsafe  for 
operation  of  increasing  number  of  boats. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  4,600  feet  of 
additional  breakwater;  a  1,200-  by  400-foot-wide  entrance  channel, 
20  feet  deep ;  a  turning  basin  1,000  feet  by  500  feet,  20  feet  deep ;  three 
channels  totaling  2,600  feet  in  length  and  15  feet  deep;  and  an  anchor¬ 
age  area. 

Estimated  cost  {July  1961  price  level). — 


Federal _ 

Non-Fecleral 


‘  $3,  000,  000 
=  2,  900,  000 


Total— ^ -  5^  900^ 

^Excludes  $.39,700  for  preauthorization  studies,  aud  $.37,000  for  aids  to  narlpation 
@  Includes  $2,890,000  cash  contribution.  uju»  uo  uawgution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$111,000 

1  89,000 
1,000 

$135, 000 

$246,000- 

89,000 

1,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration  .  . 

Navigation  aids _ 

Total _ 

201,000 

135,000 

336,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational _ 

838,300 

19,000 

5,200 

Commercial  fishing _ 

Elimination  of  boat  damage  . 

Total . . . 

862,500 

^  In  addition  to  $30,000  under  existing  project. 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Contribute  in  cash  49  percent  of  the  first 
cost  of  the  general  navigation  facilities,  such  contribution,  presently 
estimated  at  $2,890,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction;  (&)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  including  suitable  areas  for 
initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining 
works ;  (c)  repair  and  seal  the  existing  west  breakwater  in  accordance 
with  plans  approved  by  the  district  engineer,  and  subsequent  thereto 
transfer  ownership  of  the  breakwater  to  the  United  States;  (cl)  re¬ 
move  a  portion  of  the  Steam’s  Wharf  and  make  such  other  alterations 
or  relocations  as  may  be  required  for  the  navigation  improvements; 
(e)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  (/)  provide 
and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring 
facilities  and  utilities,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms  in  accordance  with  plans  approved 
‘by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  first  phase  of  development  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  within  5  years  after  completion  of  the  general  navigation  facili¬ 
ties  and  full  development  to  be  completed  within  15  years;  (y)  pro¬ 
vide  or  arrange  for  suitable  marine  repair  facilities;  (A)  secure  and 
hold  in  the  public  interest  all  lands  bordering  the  development  to  a 
width  sufficient  for  propert  functioning  of  the  harbor;  (i)  construct 
at  their  own  expense  the  sand  fillet  east  of  the  harbor  concurrently 
with  construction  of  the  east  breakwater  to  assure  continued  I'eplenish- 
nient  of  beach  sands  to  the  downdrift  beaches;  and  (j)  bear  any  addi¬ 
tional  costs  for  replenishment  of  beach  sand  east  of  the  harbor  oyer 
the  cost  of  maintenance  dredging  required  for  the  general  navigation 
features.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable.  ■ 

State  of  California :  Favorable.  ' 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— 'Sio  objection. 

Remarks. — Santa  Barbara  is  the  center  of  a  highly  developed  rec¬ 
reation  area.  The  present  harbor  is  inadequate  and  unsafe  for  the 
rapidly  increasing  number  of  boats.  Many  local  residents  must  now 
use  distant  moorages  or  land  storage  for  their  boats.  The  proposed 
improvement  would  encourage  purchase  of  new  boats  and  provide  a 
harbor  of  refuge.  It  is  needed  and  wtU  justified  by  the  anticipated 
benefits  which  are  sufficiently  local  in  nature  to  warrant  the  large  cash 
contribution  by  local  interests. 

OAKLAND  IIARBOK,  CALIFORNIA,  FRUITVALE  AmNUE  BRIDGE 
(S.  Doc.  75,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Oakland  Harbor  is  located  on  the  east  shore  of  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  Bay  opposite  the  Golden  Gate  passage  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  This 
report  considers  a  highway  and  a  railroad  bridge  at  F ruitvale  Avenue. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  May  12, 1950. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
in  general  for  a  total  channel  length  of  8i/^  miles  from  San  Francisco 
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Bay  to  San  Leandro  Bay,  varying  in  width  from  800  feet  to  275  feet 
and  varying  in  depth  from  35  feet  to  25  feet.  The  project  is  complete 
except  for  deepening  the  tidal  canal  above  the  Park  Street  Bridge  to 
25  feet. 

Problem,. —  To  determine  whether  the  Federal  Government  should 
replace  the  present  federally  owned  2-lane  Fruitvale  highway  bridge 
with  a  modern  bridge  adequate  for  the  authorized  25-foot  navigation 
project  in  the  tidal  canal. 

Recovimended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  for  Oakland  Harbor,  Calif.,  to  provide  for  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  reconstruction  of  the  highway  bridge  across  the  tidal  canal 
at  Fruitvale  Avenue  to  the  extent  of  providing  a  2-lane,  movable 
bridge  adequate  for  the  authorized  25-foot  navigation  project. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  dime  1959) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal. 


$1,  750, 000 
695,000 


Total -  2, 445,  000 

Justification. — It  is  considered  that  the  Federal  Government  should 
share  in  the  cost  of  replacing  the  highway  bridge  in  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  the  United  States  will  be  required  to  replace  the  existing 
bridge  in  the  near  future  or  continue  to  spend  exceedingly  high 
amounts  for  maintenance.  The  recommendations  are  considered  to 
be  equitable  under  present  Federal  policy  in  regard  to  replacement  of 
bridges  over  navigable  waterways,  and  proposed  improvements  of 
existing  waterways. 

Loc/U  cooperation. — Provided  local  interests:  {a)  Construct  the  ap¬ 
proaches;  {b)  make  the  necessary  utility  changes;  and  (c)  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction,  take  over  the  railroad  and  highway  bridges  and 
their  approaches  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  subsequent  replace¬ 
ment  in  accordance  with  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army.  Local  interests  are  unwilling  to  cooperate  on  this  basis. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  The  department  of  water  resources  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  State  of  California  is  not  invoL^ed  in  the  financing 
of  the  proposed  project  since  no  flood  control  is  involved.  The 
district  attorney  of  Alameda  County,  however,  feels,  that  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  impose  undue  burdens 
on  the  local  people.  The  county  questions  the  equity  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  that  local  interests  make  the  necessary  utility  changes 
and  take  over  the  railroad  and  highway  bridges  for  operation, 
maintenance,  and  subsequent  replacement. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— AM\\0Vig\\  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  notes  that  local  interests  are  unwilling  to  cooperate  on  the 
basis^  recomixiended  by  the  Acting  Chief  of  Engineers,  it  concurs  in 
his  view  that  local  interests  should  have  the  opportunity  to  resolve  the 
problem  of  the  Fruitvale  Avenue  Bridge  at  such  time  as  they  are 
willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  states  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report  to  the  Congress. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  considers  the  proposal  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  for  resolution  of  the  problem  of  reconstruction  of  the  Fruit- 
vale  Avenue  Bridge  to  be  fair  and  equitable.  Although  local  interests 
are  presently  unwilling  to  cooperate  on  this  basis,  the  committee  con¬ 
curs  in  the  view  that  they  should  have  the  opportunity  to  do  so  at  such 
time  as  they  are  willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

OAKLAND  HARBOR,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  353,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Oakland  Harbor  is  on  the  eastern  side  of  San  Francisco 
Bay,  about  9  miles  from  the  Golden  Gate. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955. 

Esaisting  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Oakland  Har¬ 
bor  provides  for  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  600  to  950  feet  wide  from 
deep  water  in  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  Army  base  in  the  outer  harbor, 
including  a  tuniing  basin;  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  275  to  800  feet 
wide  through  the  inner  harbor  and  Brooklyn  Basin  to  Park  Street 
on  the  tidal  canal,  thence  25  feet  deep  and  275  feet  wide  to  San  Leandro 
Bay,  plus  certain  widened  areas  and  a  turning  basin  30  feet  deep  a 
channel  25  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  at  the  north  end  of  Brooklyn 
Basin;  parallel  jetties  at  the  inner  harbor  entrance.  The  project  is 
complete  except  for  deepening  the  tidal  canal  above  Park  Street  from 
18  to  25  feet. 

Prohlem. — Under  existing  conditions  vessels  with  drafts  of  28  to  34 
feet  cannot  operate  in  the  inner  harbor  at  all  tidal  stages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  to  provide  for  a  depth  of  35  feet  in  the  existing  inner  harbor 
channels  and  tidal  canal  to  Park  Street,  including  the  triangular  area 
and  turning  basin  in  the  Brooklyn  Basin,  and  the  widened  areas  except 
that,  in  front  of  the  Grove  and  Market  Street  piers,  the  35-foot  depth 
would  extend  only  to  within  75  feet  of  the  pierhead  line;  and  a  depth 
of  35  feet  in  the  north  channel  of  Brooklyn  Basin  for  a  distance  of 
1,300  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961  ^). — 

Federal _ $6,  775,  000 

Non-Fetleral _  1>  200,  000 

Total _  7,975,000 


'1  See  remaxks. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$207, 700 

$54, 700 

$262, 400 

28,000 

18,000 

46,000 

Total - - - - - 

235,700 

72,700 

308,400 

Annual  benefits:  Savings  in  vessel  operating  costs . 

660,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooferation. — Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  improvement;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  to  wdaarves,  piers,  tubes,  and  other  marine  and  sub¬ 
marine  structures  due  to  initial  dredging  and  siibsequent  maintenance; 
accomplish,  withoiit  expense  to  the  United  States,  alterations  as  may 
be  required  in  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage,  and  other  utility  facili¬ 
ties;  provide  and  maintain,  at  local  expense,  adequate  public  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  deepen  and 
maintain  slips  and  berths  when  and  as  required;  and  provided  fiu’- 
ther  that,  if  it  is  determined  in  detailed  studies  that  spoil  disposal  areas 
are  needed,  local  interests  agree  to  furnish,  upon  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  and  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  the  required  spoil- 
disposal  areas  including  necessary  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embank¬ 
ments  for  the  initial  dredging  and  subsequent  maintenance.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 


Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Note. — At  the  time  the  Oakland  Harbor  report  was  being  prepared 
it  was  considered  desirable  to  dispose  of  dredge  spoil  in  deep  water 
in  San  Francisco  Bay  just  west  of  Yerba  Buena  Island.  However, 
studies  being  made  at  the  time  have  been  completed  and  reveal  the 
undesirability  of  using  San  Francisco  Bay  and  tributaiy  waters  as 
disposal  areas  for  dredge  spoils.  Accordingly,  local  interests  will  be 
required  to  provide  on-shore  disposal  areas.  The  current  cost  esti¬ 
mates  are  based  on  July  1961  prices,  use  of  pipeline  dredge,  and  on¬ 
shore  disposal  of  spoil,  and  are  in  lieu  of  the  previous  Federal  and  local 
costs  of  $4,716,000  and  $224,000,  respectively,  based  on  November 
1958  prices. 

Remarks.  Oakland  Imier  Harbor  has  a  highly  developed  water¬ 
front  which  now  handles  a  large  amount  of  Avaterborne  commerce 
with  prospects  of  a  considerable  increase  in  the  future.  Existing 
depths  are  inadequate  and  hazardous  for  modern  deep-water  general- 
cargo  vessels.  The  proposed  improvement  will  eliminate  vessel  de¬ 
lays  due  to  tidal  conditions  which  will  result  in  savings  of  vessel  op¬ 
erating  costs  more  than  sufficient  to  offset  the  cost  of  improATinent. 


NOTO  RIVER  and  HARBOR,  CALIF. 


(S.  Doc.  121,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Noyo  RiiTr  flows  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  140  miles 
north  of  San  Francisco,  Calif.  The  cove  at  the  mouth  of  the  river 
forms  Noyo  Harbor  with  depths  ranging  up  to  50  feet. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  September  7, 1961. 

Existing  project. — An  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  south 
breakwater  1,100  feet  long  at  the  harbor  entrance,  two  jetties  at  the 
entrance  to  Noyo  Rii^er,  a  10-foot  deep  channel,  100  and  150  feet  wide 
and  0.7  mile  long  and  a  mooring  basin  10  feet  deep  at  the  upper  end 
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of  the  channel.  The  break^Yater,  upper  400  feet  of  channel  and  the 
mooring  basin  have  not  been  constructed. 

N avigation  frohlem. — Local  interests  desire  additional  breakwaters 
to  reduce  wave  action  in  the  harbor,  and  a  30-foot  channel,  anchor¬ 
age  and  turning  basin  to  permit  commercial  shipping  of  lumber  and 
petroleum  products. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  breakwater 
500  feet  long  at  the  north  entrance  to  the  harbor  in  addition  to  the 
authorized  i, 100-foot  breakwater.  This  would  provide  a  protected 
harbor  with  adequate  depth  to  allow  use  by  oceangoing  lumber  barges 
and  deep-draft  vessels. 

Estimated  cost  {1962  'price  level). — 

Federal _ $13,231,000 

Non-Federal _  ‘  337,  000 

Total _ “  13,  568, 000 

1  Includes  $3(25,000  cash  contribution. 

-  Includes  cost  of  both  recommended  and  authorized  breakwaters. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$396,000 
133, 000 
3,000 

$15, 000 

$411,000 
133, 000 
3,000 

532, 000 

15,  000 

547,000 

Annual  benefits: 

357, 000 
78,000 
35,000 
113,000 

583,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute,  in  cash,  2.4  percent  of  construction 
cost;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages;  and  provide  adequate  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities;  such  facilities  to  be  constructed  prior  to  or 
concurrently  with  the  breakwaters.  Local  interests  are  interested  in 
cooperating  in  the  improvements.  i 

(Jom'nnents  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies — - 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable.  The  Area  Redevelopment  Admin¬ 
istration  advises  that  this  project  is  extremely  important  to  the  overall 
economic  development  of  Mendocino  County.  Construction  of  the  project 
wmuld  lead  to  substantial  employment  in  the  lumber,  fishing,  and  fish- 
processing  industries.  Substantial  unemployment  now  existing  in  Men¬ 
docino  County  adds  an  urgency  to  the  need  for  the  project. 

State  of  California  :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Subject  to  consideration 
of  the  following  comments  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report.  The  Bureau  would  expect  that  if  die  project  is  author¬ 
ized,  the  corps  would,  prior  to  any  request  for  appropriation,  reeval¬ 
uate  the  economic  justification  based  upon  the  appropriate  interest 
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rate  at  that  time  and  reflecting  further  consideration  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  economic  life  of  its  various  facilities. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvement  is 
very  important  to  the  overall  economic  development  of  the  area  tri¬ 
butary  to  Noyo  Harbor.  Large  timber  resources  are  located  in  this 
area.  Harbor  improvement  will  permit  participation  in  the  general 
increase  in  the  Pacific  coast  lumber  transport  trade.  It  should  also 
lead  to  substantial  employment  in  the  fishing  and  fish  processing  in¬ 
dustries.  Construction  of  this  project  is  considered  to  be  a  worthwhile 
investment  of  public  funds. 


COLUMBIA  AND  LOWER  WILLAMETTE  RI\'ERS,  OREG.  AND  W.VSII. 


(H.  Doc.  203,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  Columbia  River  rises  in  British  Columbia,  enters 
the  United  States  in  northeastern  Washington,  flows  soutlierly  to  its 
confluence  with  the  Snake  River,  thence  westerly  along  the  Oregon- 
Washington  boundary  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  reach  of  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  under  consideration  in  this  report  extends  from  the  mouth 
of  the  Willamette  River  upstream  4.5  miles  to  Vancouver,  Wash., 
106  river  miles  from  the  sea. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  March  14,  1957,  and  April  9,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet 
wide  from  the  mouth  of  Columbia  River  to  Portland,  Oreg.  a  distance 
of  113  miles;  and  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  the 
mouth  of  Willamette  River  to  Vancouver,  Wash.,  a  distance  of  5  miles, 
with  two  turning  basins  30  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide,  and  approxi¬ 
mately  2,000  and  3,000  feet  long  for  the  upper  and  lower  basins,  re¬ 
spectively.  The  project  has  been  completed. 

Navigation  problem. — Inadequate  channel  depth  and  width  for 
vessels  now  using  the  waterway  between  the  mouth  of  Willamette 
River  and  Vancouver.  Groundings  and  damage  to  ships  have  been 
prevented  by  light  loading  and,  during  low  river  stages,  running  the 
tides. 

Reconvmerded  plan  of  improveme-nt. — Provides  for  a  channel  in  the 
Columbia  River  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Willamette  River  to  the  Interstate  Bridge  at  Vancouver,  Wash.,  with 
two  turning  basins  35  feet  deep,  800  feet  wide,  and  2,000  and  5,000 
feet  long  for  the  upper  and  lower  basins,  respectively. 

Estimated  cost  {fourth  quarter  price  level  of  1959). — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$492,  500 
17,900 


Total 


510, 400 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$17, 660 
48,000 

$840 

0 

$18,600 

48,000 

Maintenance _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

65, 660 

840 

66,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

159, 770 
12, 000 

Land  enhancement _ _ 

Total _ 

171,770 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

_  Local  cooferation. — Contribute  in  cash  3.5  percent  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $17,900  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  con¬ 
struction;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  including 
spoil  disposal  areas;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas 
and  local  access  channels  commensurate  with  project  depths;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  provide  and  maintain  pub¬ 
lic  terminal  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

DejDartment  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Lack  of  depth  in  the  presently  authorized  channel  re¬ 
quires  partial  loading  of  the  larger  ships  and  causes  delays  to  many 
ships  in  w’aiting  for  a  high  tide  to  navigate  the  channel.  The  proposed 
improvement  will  minimize  delays,  permit  full  loading  of  ships,  and 
reduce  present  hazards  to  vessels.  The  committee  considers  the  project 
to  be  w’ell  justified  and  the  local  contribution  to  be  appropriate  in 
view  of  the  enhanced  land  values  resulting  from  deposition  of  spoil. 

COLUMBIA  AND  LOWER  WILLAMETTE  RIVERS  BELOW  VANCOUVER,  WASH., 

AND  PORTLAND,  OREG. 

(H.  Doc.  452,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Columbia  River  rises  in  British  Columbia,  enters 
the  United  States  in  northeastern  Wasliington,  flows  southerly  to  its 
confluence  with  the  Snake  River,  thence  westerly  along  the  Oregon- 
Washington  boundary  to  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  Llouse  of  Representatives  adopted  March  14,  1957, 
and  April  9, 1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  for  the  Columbia  and  lower 
Willamette  Rivers  provides  for  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet 
wide  in  the  Columbia  River  from  about  river  mile  3  to  the  mouth  of 
Willamette  River,  mile  101.5,  thence  30  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  to 
Vancouver,  river  mile  106.5;  upper  and  lower  turning  basins  at  Van¬ 
couver;  a  channel  in  the  Willamette  River  35  feet  deep  from  the  mouth 
to  Portland,  a  distance  of  about  11.6  miles ;  numerous  side  channels  and 
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connecting  waterways;  a  small-boat  mooring  basin  at  Astoria;  and 
construction  of  stone  and  pile  dikes  and  revetments.  I^cal  interests 
have  provided  channel  improvements  and  maintenance  in  addition  to 
port  facilities.  Several  power  and  navigation  dams  upstream  from 
Vancouver  have  been  built  by  the  F ederal  Government.  Others,  either 
under  construction  or  authorized,  will  provide  slackwater  navigation 
on  the  Columbia  River  to  Pasco-Kennewick,  Wash.,  river  mile  o'2l),  and 
on  the  Snake  River  to  Lewiston,  Idaho,  river  mile  140. 

Navigation  frohlem. — With  the  present  trend  to  use  of  larger  ships, 
increased  operating  costs  will  be  incurred  through  delays,  light  load¬ 
ing,  and  possible  ship  damage.  The  existing  project  dimensions  re¬ 
strict  the  use  of  larger  ships  and  eventually  will  limit  the  commerce 
carried  by  the  waterway. 

ReGovnme'nded  flan  of  improvement. —  (a)  A  channel  40  feet  deep 
and  600  feet  wide  from  Vancouver,  Wash.,  river  mile  105.5,  to  the 
mouth  of  Columbia  River,  river  mile  3;  (6)  a  turning  basin  at  Van¬ 
couver,  Wash.,  40  feet  deep,  800  feet  wide,  and  about  5,000  feet  long ; 
(c)  a  turning  basin  at  Longview,  Wash.,  40  feet  deep,  average  width 
of  1,200  feet,  and  about  6,000  feet  long;  and  (d)  a  channel  40  feet  deep 
in  Willamette  River  with  varying  widths  of  600  to  1,900  feet,  from  the 
mouth,  river  mile  0,  to  Broadway  Bridge,  river  mile  11.6,  which  en¬ 
compasses  the  Portland  Hai’bor  area;  with  the  provision  that  accom¬ 
plishments  of  that  portion  of  the  plan  contained  in  items  (a)  and  (b) 
be  contingent  upon  accomplishment  of  improvements  in  these  areas 
recommended  in  interim  report  on  Columbia  River  dated  March  31, 
1961. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level). — 

Federal - $20, 100,  000 

Nou-Federal _  '419,  000 


Total -  20,  519,  000 

1  Cash  contribution. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Xon-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$733, 000 
775, 000 

$23,000 

$756,000 

775,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _  . 

1,  508, 000 

23,000 

1,531,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  delays— _ _ _ _ 

2,322,000 
7,800 
-99, 400 
84,800 

Elimination  of  groundings _ _ 

Delays  in  entrance . . . . . 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ 

Total.- . . . . . 

2, 314,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project 
and  of  aids  to  navigation;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages ;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  termi¬ 
nal  and  transfer  facilities;  accomplish  such  alterations  as  are  required 
in  utility  facilities;  assist  in  the  work  of  improving  and  maintaining 
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the  main  sliip  channel  in  Columbia  and  Willamette  Rivers;  provide 
and  maintain  depths  in  berthing’  areas  and  local  access  channels  serv¬ 
ing  the  temiinals  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  re¬ 
lated  project  areas;  and  contribute  in  cash  1.8  percent  of  the  cost  of 
construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  provide  required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  tlie  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  that,  with  the  present  channels 
and  the  trend  to  use  of  larger  ships,  increased  operating  costs  will  be 
incurred  through  delays,  light  loading,  and  possible  ship  damage. 
Also,  that  the  e.xisting  dimensions  will  restrict  the  use  of  larger  ships 
and  eventually’  limit  the  commerce  carried  by  the  waterway.  Improve¬ 
ment  is  desirable.  In  view  of  the  land  enhancement  from  use  of  spoil 
to  fill  low  areas  to  a  flood-free  level,  the  proposed  local  contribution 
is  considered  appropriate. 

TACOMA  HARBOR,  1>0RT  INl^US’l’RIAL  AND  HA’LEBOS  WA’TERWAYS,  AVASH. 

( S.  Doc.  104,  87 th  Cong. ) 

Location. — Tacoma  Harbor  is  in  west-central  Washington  at  the 
head  of  Commencement  Bay,  a  southeasterly  arm  of  Puget  Sound, 
and  is  about  26  nautical  miles  south  of  Seattle. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  May  27, 1955. 

Existing  project.— City,  Port  Industrial,  and  Hylebos  Waterways, 
as  Avell  as  two  training  walls  at  the  mouth  of  Puyallup  WaterAvay,  are 
the  features  of  the  existing  Federal  project  for  Tacoma  Harbor.  City 
Waterway  has  a  depth  of  29  feet  in  the  outer  portion  and  depths  of 
22  and  19  feet  in  the  inner  portion,  and  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos 
Waterways  are  30  feet  deep. 

Navigation  problem. — Development  of  lands,  navigation  channels, 
and  related  facilities  are  needed  for  the  continued  growth  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  water-oriented  industiy  in  the  Tacoma  Harbor  area.  There 
is  an  urgent  need  for  waterfront  industrial  sites  in  the  Puget  Sound 
area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Port  In¬ 
dustrial  Waterway  by  extending  it  about  3,900  feet  at  a  width  of  300 
feet,  and  providing  a  turning  basin  beyond  the  inner  end  1,200  feet 
wide,  all  at  a  depth  of  35  feet  below  mean  loAver  low  water;  reducing 
the  Avidth  of  the  existing  channel  to  600  feet  and  deepening  to  35  feet 
betAveen  Lincoln  Avenue  and  East  11th  Street ;  and  reducing  the  width 
of  the  existing  channel  to  650  feet  and  deepening  to  35  feet  over  a 
Avidth  of  300  feet  from  East  11th  Street  to  the  bay;  and  Hylebos 
Waterway  by  extending  it  about  2,000  feet  at  a  Avidth  of  200  feet,  and 
providing  a  turning  basin  beyond  the  inner  end  770  feet  Avide;  in¬ 
creasing  the  Avidth  of  the  existing  channel  to  200  feet;  reducing  the 
authorized  width  of  the  existing  turning  basin  to  510  feet  inclusiA’e 
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of  the  width  of  the  existing  channel ;  all  at  the  existing  project  depth 
of  30  feet  below  mean  lower  low  water. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level). — 

Federal _ $2,460,000 

Non-Federal - - "  2, 159, 000 

Total _  4,  619,  000 

^  Includes  $921,000  cash  contribution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

THtpTf>.sf,  anti  amort.lzatinn 

$91,000 

8,000 

$133,000 

6,000 

$224,000 

13,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total... _ _ _ _ _ _ 

99,000 

138,000 

237,000 

Annual  benefits; 

Transportation  savings . . . . 

164,400 

185,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

349,400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5.  (Port  Industrial  Waterway  has  a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  1.3 ;  Hylebos  Waterway  a  ratio  of  2.3.) 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide 
and  maintain  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities;  provide 
and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  chan¬ 
nel  depths;  accomplish  alteration  of  utilities  as  required;  restrict  the 
sale  of  waterfront  sites  along  channels  to  firms  requiring  water  trans¬ 
portation;  and  contribute  in  cash  or  equivalent  work  29.5  and  19.5 
percent,  respectively,  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  for  the  Port  In¬ 
dustrial  and  Hylebos  Waterways  improvements,  presently  estimated 
at  a  total  of  $921,000.  Port  of  Tacoma  officials  have  indicated  a  will¬ 
ingness  to  provide  the  necessary  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvement  of 
these  waterways  is  necessary  to  serve  future  industries  expected  to 
locate  in  this  area.  It  is  believed  that  the  resulting  benefits  from  the 
development  warrant  the  cost  of  improvement.  The  committee  con¬ 
curs  in  the  proposed  items  of  local  cooperation  including  the  ca^ 
contribution  due  to  land  enhancement  resulting  from  deposition  of 
spoil. 

KINGSTON  HARBOR,  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  417,  87tli  Cong.) 

T.ocation.— On  the  west  side  of  Puget  Sound  about  9  miles  north¬ 
west  of  Seattle,  Wash. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955. 
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Existing  'project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  navigation  at 
Kingston  Harbor.  In  1953  the  Port  Commission  of  Kingston  com¬ 
pleted  a  ferry  terminal  which  involved  dred^ng  an  adjacent  area 
of  about  4  acres  to  a  depth  of  10  feet  to  obtain  fill  material.  This 
area,  together  with  a  locally  constructed  wharf  and  float,  provides 
temjmrary  accommodations  for  transient  small  craft. 

Navigation  problem. — Small  craft  are  subject  to  damage  from  east¬ 
erly  storms  and  additional  anchorage  area  for  refuge  is  needed  for 
recreational  and  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — ^Construction  of  a  breakwater, 
1,040  feet  long  and  dredging  an  entrance  channel  12  feet  deep  and  80 
to  120  feet  wide  from  deep  water  around  the  southerly  end  of  the 
breakwater  to  the  locally  dredged  boat  basin. 

Estimated  cost  {March  1961  price  level) . — 

Federal _ $428,  000 

Non-Federal _ ^  195,  000 


Total _  623, 000 

1  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $193,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amnrtir.ation . .  . . 

$16,600 

6,000 

300 

$11,600 

$28,100 

6,000 

300 

Maintenance  _ 

Navigation  aids _ 

Total  . 

21,000 

11,600 

33,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ 

26,600 

16,800 

Commercial  flshinc _ _ _ 

Total .  _  _  _ _  .  _ .  .  . 

42,400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  31  percent  of  construction 
cost  of  the  breakwater  and  channel,  such  contribution  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $193,000,  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  construction ;  provide  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  spoil  disposal  areas; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and 
maintain  adequate  public  landing  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
provide  access  roads  and  parking  areas ;  make  necessary  utility  reloca¬ 
tions.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  location  of  Kingston  in  relation  to  favored  cruising 
areas,  its  proximity  to  commercial  fishing  banks,  and  its  accessability 
by  highway  and  ferry  routes,  make  it  a  desirable  site  for  a  boat  moor¬ 
age.  It  appears  also  to  be  needed  for  a  harbor  of  refuge.  The  com¬ 
mittee  concurs  in  the  proposed  improvement  and  the  specified  items  of 
local  cooperation. 
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SWINOMISII  CHANNEE,  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  499,  87th  Coug.) 

Location. — Swinomish  Channel  (formerly  Swinoinish  Slough)  is  a 
narrow  tidal  channel  connecting  Padilla  Bay  and  Saratoga  Passage, 
and  separating  Fidalgo  Island  from  the  mainland  of  northwestern 
Washington.  It  affords  an  inside  passage  between  Puget  Sound  ports 
on  the  south  and  Billingham  and  other  ports  on  the  north. 

Authority. — Kesolutions  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  May  18,  1957,  and 
February  20,  1951,  respectively. 

Existing  project.— existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
channel  100  feet  wide  and  12  feet  deep  from  Saratoga  Passage  to 
Padilla  Bay,  a  distance  of  11  miles.  Local  interests  have  provided 
'terminal  facilities  and  berthing  arens. 

N avigation  jyrohlem. — The  existing  channel  is  considered  unsafe  due 
ito  lack  of  16  feet  depth,  crooked  alinement,  and  reefs.  Bank  erosion 
is  threatening  dikes  protecting  valuable  farmlands.  A  small  boat 
harbor  is  needed  for  moorage  for  recreational  and  other  craft  and  as  a 
harbor  of  refuge. 

Reco'rnmemled  plan  of  improvement. — Improve  the  passage  through 
the  “hole  in  the  wall”  hy  removing  a  dejith  of  12  feet  the  submerged 
points  projecting  from  Fidalgo  and  McGlinn  Islands,  and  removing 
part  of  McGlinn  Island  to  an  elevation  of  12  feet  above  mean  lower 
low  water  to  improve  sight  distance. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level). — 

Federal -  $887,  000 

Nou-Fe<leral _ _ _ _  1,  000 


Total _  888,  000 

Project  economics.- — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$32,900 

(') 

$32,900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total . . . . . . 

32,900 

32,900 

Annual  benefits: 

Saving  in  operational  cost  of  tugs . . . . 

16, 100 
7,400 
10, 700 
9,600 

Reduction  in  vessel  and  raft  damage _ 

Reduction  in  waiting  time _ I _ 

Savings  by  increased  traffic. _ _ 

Total _  .. 

$43,800 

‘  Negligible. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
and  suitable  spoil  areas.  Local  residents  are  formulating  plans  for 
organizing  a  port  district.  Informal  assurances  has  been  given  that 
local  interests  will  cooperate  in  the  planned  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau,  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remarks. — The  coniinittee  concurs  in  the  proposed  improvement 
which  is  needed  and  justified  for  removal  of  navigation  hazards  in 
this  channel. 

KAUNAKAKAI  HARBOR,  ilOLOIvAI,  HAWAII 
(H.  Doc.  484,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  south-central  coast  of  the  island  of  Molokai, 
about  60  miles  from  Honolulu  Harbor  on  the  island  of  Oahu. 

Anfhority. — House  Public  Works  (^ommittee  resolution  adopted 
April  9, 1967. 

Existing  'project. — Completed  in  1964,  provides  an  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  530  feet  wide,  and  a  basin  1,500  feet  long,  600  feet  wide,  and  23 
feet  deep  at  mean  low  water. 

Navigatio'i)  prohtem. — Molokai  is  the  only  large  Hawaiian  island 
without  a  deepwater  harbor  for  trans]iacitic  shipping.  Commerce 
consists  principally  of  pineapples  grown  on  the  island  and  shipped 
by  barge  to  Honolulu  for  processing.  Savings  could  be  effected  by 
processing  pineapples  on  Molokai  for  direct  shipment  by  deep-draft 
vessels  to  the  mainland.  Also,  additional  harbor  area  is  needed  for 
.comUierbial  fishing  and  recreational  boating. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for:  {a)  A  new 
entrance  channel  500  feet  wide  and  40  feet  deep;  {h)  a  deepwater 
harbor  of  about  62  acres,  35  feet  deep;  (c)  a  harbor  basin  for  light- 
draft  vessels  of  about  10  acres,  15  feet  deep;  {d)  a  south  breakwater 
2,300  feet  long;  and  (c)  a  west  breakwater  and  stream  jetty  4,000 
feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {piice  level  of  May  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ $7,919,000 

Non-Federal _  702, 000 


Total _  8,  621,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ - _ 

$290,000 

24,000 

$33,000 

4,000 

$323,000 

28,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

314. 000 

37,000 

351,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

1,453,000 

19.400 
28,000 

24.400 
4,400 

Land  fill  _ _ _ _ _ 

Damages  prevented _ 

Recreational  boating _ 

Commercial  fishing _ 

Total _  _ _ _ 

$1,529,200 

Benefit-Gost  ratio.- — 4.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Construction  be  contingent  upon  the  prior  or 
concurrent  establishment  and  operation  on  Molokai  by  local  interests 
of  industrial  facilities  related  to  transpacific  commerce,  and  local 
interests  agree  to:  (a)  contribute  in  cash  0.5  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  the  general  navigation  facilities  for  the  deepwater  harbor,  and  42.5 
percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  for  the 
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light-draft  harbor,  such  contributions,  presently  estimated  at  $202,000 ; 

(b)  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  royalty- 
free  borrow  and  quarry  materials,  and  suitable  areas  for  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments; 

(c)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  which  might 
result  from  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  (d)  accom¬ 
plish  all  alterations  of  roads  and  utilities;  (e)  provide  and  maintain 
berthing  areas,  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  for  the  deep¬ 
water  basin,  and  adequate  mooring  facilities;  and  a  public  landing 
in  the  light-draft  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  (/)  an  ade¬ 
quate  refrigeration  and  storage  facility  at  the  light-draft  harbor  in 
support  of  commercial  fishing  operations.  Local  interests  have  ^ven 
informal  assurances  that  the  requirements  of  local  coojDeration  will  be 
met. 

Com/ments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  Molokai  is  the  only  large 
Hawaiian  island  without  a  deepwater  harbor  and  that  the  economy 
of  the  island  would  be  improved  if  an  adequate  port  were  provided. 
The  committee  also  notes  the  need  for  a  harbor  for  light-draft  vessels 
to  accommodate  the  fishing  fleet  and  other  small  craft.  The  proposed 
improvement  shows  a  very  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio.  The  commit¬ 
tee  concurs  in  the  recommendation  and  the  items  of  local  cooperation, 
including  the  cash  contribution  due  to  the  special  local  benefits  which 
will  resifit. 

STATE  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  BEACH-EROSION  CONTROL 
(H.  Doc.  416,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Area  includes  about  18  miles  of  shore  frontage  compris¬ 
ing  the  entire  Atlantic  Ocean  shore  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire. 
It  includes  the  towns  of  New  Castle,  Eye,  North  Hampton,  Hampton, 
and  Seabrook. 

Report  authorized  by. — Section  2  of  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  projects. — A  Federal  project  authorized  September  3, 
1954  (HD  325/83/2),  provided  for  Federal  participation  in  widening 
about  5,200  feet  of  beach  at  Hampton  Beach.  The  work  was  com¬ 
pleted  in  1955  at  a  cost  of  $374,234.59,  and  the  State  subsequently  reim¬ 
bursed  $124,744.86  as  the  Federal  share  thereof. 

Beach-erosion  control  problem. — Gradual  erosion  from  storm  wave 
attack  and  reduction  in  natural  supply  of  beach  materials  has  reduced 
beach  width  fronting  developed  areas  to  such  extent  that  these  areas 
are  exposed  to  wave  damage  during  storms  and  beach  areas  are  inade¬ 
quate  for  recreational  use.  The  existing  beach  restoration  project 
at  Hampton  Beach  includes  periodic  replenishment  of  beach  fill  as  a 
project  feature  to  be  accomplished  by  local  interests,  and  a  groin  is 
needed  to  maintain  the  project  beach  width  along  the  northern  por¬ 
tion  of  that  beach.  The  passage  of  Public  Law  826,  84th  Congress, 
approved  July  28,  1956,  permits  Federal  participation  in  periodic 
nourishment  of  beaches.  Eeview  of  the  existing  Hampton  Beach 
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project  to  determine  need  for  modification,  nourishment  requirements, 
and  eligibility  for  Federal  participation  toward  their  cost  was  also 
deferred. 

Recommended  plans  of  improvement. — Provide  for  {a)  at  North 
Hampton  Beach — widening  1,600  feet  of  beach  to  150-foot  width  by 
direct  placement  of  sand  fill  and  construction  of  a  460-foot  groin  j 
(5)  at  Wallis  Sands  Beach — widening  800  feet  of  beach  to  150-foot 
width  by  direct  placement  of  sand  fill  and  construction  of  a  350-foot 
groin;  and  (c)  at  Hampton  Beach — modification  of  the  existing  proj¬ 
ect  to  authorize  construction  of  a  235-foot  groin  and  Federal  contri¬ 
bution  of  one-third  toward  the  costs  of  periodic  nourishment  of  the 
beach  for  an  initial  period  of  10  years  from  the  year  of  the  first  nourish¬ 
ment  operation. 

Estimated  costs  {June  1960  price  level). — 


North  Hampton  Beach _ 

Wallis  Sands  Beach - 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work— groin) 

Total.— . . . - . 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

$41,000 

$129, 000 

$170,000 

41,000 

82, 000 

123,000 

6,000 

12,000 

18,000 

88,000 

223,000 

311,000 

The  estimated  cost  of  periodic  nourishment  at  Hampton  Beach,  a 
responsibility  of  local  interests  under  the  existing  project,  is  $50,000 
annually.  The  recommended  modification  of  the  project  provides  for 
Federal  participation  in  this  cost  as  follows ; 


Per  year  for  Per  year 
1st  10  years  thereafter 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 

Total- 


$16. 700 
33,300 


60,000 


0 

$50,000 


50,000 


Project  economics. — Overall  project  at  Hampton  Beach  includes 
initial  construction  completed  in  1955  at  a  total  cost  of  $374,235  and 
recommended  new  work. 


Annual  charges : 

North  Hampton  Beach - $12,  700 

Wallis  Sands  Beach -  8,  20D 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work) -  1, 100 


Total  (new  work) _  22,000 

Hampton  Beach  (overall) - ^66,390 


Annual  benefits ; 

North  Hampton  Beach -  16, 950 

Wallis  Sands  Beach -  18,  000 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work) -  6,  000 


Total  (new  work) - 

Hampton  Beach  (overall) - 

Benefit-cost  ratio : 

North  Hampton  Beach - 

Wallis  Sands  Beach - 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work) _ 

Hampton  Beach  (overall  project) 


40, 950 
140, 190 

1.3 

2.2 

5.4 

2.1 


1  Includes  Federal  share  of  periodic  nourishment  costs  estimated  at  $16,700  per  year  for 
1st  10-year  period. 
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Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
l)rior  to  its  commencement;  provide  suitable  appurtenant  facilities  at 
North  Hamilton  Beacli  to  the  extent  necessary  for  realization  of 
evaluated  benehts;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that  local 
interests  Avill  maintain  the  protective  measures  and  provide  periodic 
nourishment  during  their  economic  life,  but  in  the  case  of  Hampton 
Beach,  with  Federal  assistance  as  recommended;  control  water  pollu¬ 
tion  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  and 
maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  the  shores  upon  which  the 
Federal  partici])ation  is  based,  and  their  administration  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies.-^ 

State  of  New  nam])shire:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

Comnnents  of  Bureau  of  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Eestoration  and  stabilization  of  the  beach  at  three  loca- 
tions  along  the  shores  of  New  Hampshire  is  necessary  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  public  property,  and  to  restore  needed  recreational  beach 
widths  which  have  been  reduced  by  erosion  from  storm  waves  and 
insufficient  supply  of  natural  beach  material.  The  committee  notes 
the  provision  of  the  project  including  periodic  nourishment  is  urgently 
needed  and  is  amply  justified. 

CLARK  POINT,  NEW  UEDrORD,  MASS.,  BEACH  EliOSlON  CONTROL 
(II.  Doc.  .584,  S7th  Coug.) 

I.,ocatiou. — In  Bristol  Dounty,  about  50  miles  south  of  Boston,  on 
a  peninsula  projecting  into  Buzzards  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  immediately  southwest  of  Cape  Cod. 

,  Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

i  E xhsting  project.So  existing  F ederal  beach  erosion  conti'ol  jiroject. 

Beach  erosion  control  prohlems. — Erosion  of  the  beaches  has  re- 
sulled  in  limited  recreational  beach  area  and  damage  to  structures 
protecting  existing  facilities  and  Rodney  French  Boulevard.  Protec¬ 
tive  measures  provided  by  local  interests  have  been  inadequate. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Restore  1,600  feet  of  publicly 
owned  beach  fronting  Rodney  French  Boulevard  (west)  to  a  minimum 
width  of  100  feet  by  direct  placement  of  suitable  sandfill,  raise  the 
inshore  end  of  one  existing  groin  and  extend  the  outer  ends  of  two 
other  existing  groins. 

Estimated  costs  {May  1961  price  level). — 


Federal - $60,000 

Non-Federal -  120,000 

Total -  180,000 
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Project  economics. — 


■J,  .  .. 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

$2, 240 

0 

0 

$5, 200 
660 
12,100 

$7, 440 
660 
12,100 

Maintenance  (groins) _  _ _ _ _ _ 

Nourishment. . . . . 

Total.- . . . - . . . 

2,240 

17,960 

20,200 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  maintenance  to  existing  protection. _ _ 

12,600 
26, 325 

Total..  -  -  .  . . . -  ■  i 

-  ’  '  A,  :  ^ 

38, 925 

f>  !,■ 


'I  li.i;  'I': 
'  Ol].l  m 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9.  ,i  jn  ’u  ,  i 

.  Local  cooperation.- — Obtain  approval  , of  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement ;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  will:  maintain  theiprptective  measures  during  their 
economic  life,  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  health  of  bathers,  and  maintaintyonthlued  public  ownership 
of  the  shore  upon  which  Federal  participation  is  based  and  its  admin¬ 
istration  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

City  of  New  Bedford  :  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  Budget. — No  objection.  However,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes  that  the  mayor  of  New  Bedford  states 
that  the  city  is  not  in  a  position  to  meet  the  financial  requirements  of 
local  participation  at  this  time.anc).  thatdhOre  is  nO  indication  in  the 
letter  as  to  when  the  city  would  be  able  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  the  Bureau  believes  that  author¬ 
ization  of  this  project  would  be  premature. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement  consisting  of  restoring 
1,600  feet  of  publicly  owned  beach  is  located  along  a  highly  developed 
residential  and  recreational  area  whei’e  beaches  have  gradually  dete¬ 
riorated.  The  committee  notes  that  wider  beaches  are  needed  for  pro¬ 
tection  of  shore  and  shore  front  properties  and  for  recreational  use, 
and  that  the  improvement  is  amply  justified. 


VIRGINIA  BEACH,  VA.,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 
(H.  Doc.  382,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — On  the  Atlantic  Ocean  shore  about  3.5  miles  south  of  the 
entrance  to  Chesapeake  Bay  and  19  miles  east  of  Norfolk. 

Report  authorized  by  . — Section  2  of  Kiver  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  project.- — Authorized  by  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1954 
(H.  Doc.  i86,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.) ,  provided  for  initial  widening  of  the 
beach  to  100-foot  width  at  elevation  7  feet  above  minimiun  low  water 
and  deferred  construction  of  a  system  of  21  groins  to  be  built  if  ex¬ 
perience  demonstrates  tlieir  need.  Initial  beach  widening  completed 
in  1953. 
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Beach  erosion  control  prohlem. — Virginia  Beach  is  the  largest  and 
most  popular  resort  center  in  Virginia  and  is  extensively  developed 
for  tourist  trade.  The  existing  project  includes  periodic  replenish¬ 
ment  of  beach  fill  as  a  project  feature  to  be  accomplished  by  local  in¬ 
terests.  The  passage  of  Public  Law  826,  84th  Congress,  approved 
July  28,  1956,  permits  Federal  participation  in  periodic  nourishment 
of  beaches.  Keview  of  the  existing  project  to  determine  nourishment 
requirements  and  eligibility  for  Federal  participation  toward  its  cost 
was  desired. 

Recommendation. — Modification  of  the  existing  project  to  authorize- 
Federal  contribution  of  one-third  of  the  costs  of  periodic  nourishment 
of  the  shore  for  a  period  of  25  years  from  the  date  of  commencement 
of  operations  in  placing  an  initial  quantity  of  nourishment  material 
equal  to  the  deficiency  in  the  design  l^ach  at  that  time. 

Estimated  costs  {January  1961  price  levels). — The  estimated  costs 
of  periodic  nourishment,  a  responsibility  of  local  interests  under  the 
existing  project,  are  $150,000  to  provide  initial  quantity  of  nourish¬ 
ment  to  make  up  existing  deficiency  in  design  beach  plus  $54,000  an¬ 
nually  for  normal  nourishment.  The  recommended  modification  of 
the  project  provides  for  Federal  participation  in  this  cost  as  follows: 


Federal . 

Non-Federal. 

Total.. 


Per  year  for 

Per  year — 

Per  year 

1st  3  years 

next  22  years 

thereafter 

$34,700 

$18,000 

69,300 

36,000 

$54,000 

104,000 

64,000 

54,000' 

Project  economics. ~Oyg,v?l\\  project  including  initial  construction 
completed  1953  at  total  cost  of  $705,000. 


Exclusive  of 
deferred 
groins 

Including 

groins 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization 

$31,000 

$79, 700 
22,900 
37,000 

Maintenance. . . 

Beach  nourishment _ _  _ 

157,000 

Total _ 

88,000 

139.600 

Annual  benefits; 

Prevention  of  damaees _ 

$216,000 

155,000 

28,000 

Increased  earning  power  of  property 

Recreational _ 

Total _ 

399,000 

>  Federal  participation;  $34,700  per  year  for  3  years,  thence  $18,000  per  year  for  22  years. 


Beneftt-cost  ratio. — 4.5  (overall  project  without  deferred  groins)  : 
2.9  (overall  project  including  groins) . 

Local  cooperation. — Continuation  of  conditions  of  local  cooperation 
required  for  Federal  participation  in  the  existing  project,  but  with 
Federal  assistance  in  the  costs  of  periodic  beach  nourishment  as  re¬ 
commended. 

C omments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  F avorable. 
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Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Virginia  Beach  is  the  largest  and  the  most  popular  re¬ 
sort  center  in  Virginia  and  is  extensively  developed  for  tourist  trade. 
Modification  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  control  project  at  Virginia 
Beach  to  provide  for  Federal  participation  in  periodic  replenisliment 
of  beach  fill  for  a  period  of  25  years  is  justified  and  in  accordance 
with  the  policy  established  by  Public  Law  826,  84th  Congress.  The 
•committee  notes  that  modification  is  in  accordance  with  existing  law 
and  is  amply  justified. 

PORT  MACON,  ATLANTIC  BEACH  AND  VICINITY,  NORTH  CAROLINA — BEACH 

EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  555,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  area  comprises  about  5  miles  of  shore  front¬ 
ing  the  Atlantic  Ocean  on  the  outer  banks  of  North  Carolina,  immedi¬ 
ately  southwest  of  Beaufort  Inlet,  located  approximately  half-way 
between  the  Virginia  and  South  Carolina  boundaries. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3, 1930  (cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control  pro- 
ject. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Erosion  and  recession  of  the  shore 
has  seriously  reduced  the  width  of  beaches  in  the  area;  and  private 
resort  areas,  public  recreational  facilities,  and  historic  Fort  Macon 
have  been  made  seriously  vulnerable  to  storm  wave  damages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Restore  approximately  1.5 
miles  of  beach  at  F ort  Macon  State  Park  to  a  berm  width  of  100  feet 
by  direct  placement  of  sand  fill ;  construct  a  stone  groin  about  1,670 
feet  in  length,  about  250  feet  of  stone  revetment  and  about  530  feet 
of  stone  seawall;  and  provide  Federal  participation  in  subsequent 
periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  for  a  period  of  10  years. 

Estimated  costs  {May  1961  price  level). 

Federal - 1 - $194,  000 

Non-Federal -  389, 100 


Total -  583, 100 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$7, 300 

0 

1  2, 400 

$18. 500 
1.000 
4,800 

$25, 800 
1,000 
7, 200 

Beach  nourishment _ 

Total 

9.700 

24, 300 

34, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  damages _ 

5, 300 
30,000 
54, 500 

Prevention  of  land  loss _ 

Recreation _ _ _ 

Total _ 

89, 800 

1  For  1st  10-year  period. 
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Betiefit-cost  radio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  remaining 
work  prior  to  its  commencement;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances 
that  local  interests  will :  maintain  the  protective  measures  and  provide 
periodic  beach  nourishment  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project, 
control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health 
of  bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  the  shore  upon 
which  Federal  participation  is  based  and  their  continued  administra¬ 
tion  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  ageneies. — - 
State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  will  retum  large  ben¬ 
efits  to  an  extensive  area  and  will  permit  increase  recreational  use  of 
historic  Fort  Macon  State  Park.  The  restored  beach  will  also  alleviate 
storm  losses  to  the  ])ark  and  adjacent  areas.  The  committee  considers 
that  authorization  of  this  work  is  desii’able. 

PALM  BEACH  COUN'lTr  FKOM  JIARTIN  COUNTY  I.INE  TO  CAKE  WORTH  INLET 

AND  FROM  SOUTH  LAKE  WORTH  INLET  TO  BROWARD  COUNTY  LINE, 

FLORIDA 

(H.  Doc.  164,  87th  Cong.) 

T.ocation. — The  area  comprises  two  reaches  of  shore  totaling  29.3 
miles  in  length  on  the  southeast  coast  of  Florida  including  the  towns 
of  Jupiter,  Juno  Beach j  Riviera  Beach,  Palm  Beach  Shores,  Boynton 
Beach,  Delraj'^  Beach,  Highland  Beacli,  and  Boca  Raton,  all  in  Palm  ' 
Beach  County. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control  proj¬ 
ect  within  study  limits.  Project  authorized  May  17,  1950  (IID 
772/80/2),  and  modified  July  3,  1958  (HD  342/8.5/2),  provides  for 
Federal  participation  in  restoration  and  nourishment  of  a  protective 
beach  fronting  Palm  Beach  Island  between  Fake  IVorth  Inlet  and 
South  Lake  Worth  Inlet,  and  in  construction  and  operation  of  a  sand 
bypassing  plant  at  Lake  Worth  Inlet.  The  bypassing  plant  has  been 
constructed  and  operated  since  1958. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Deficiency  in  natural  supply  of 
beach  sand,  furtlier  aggraiuited  by  obstruction  at  inlets,  has  resulted  in 
instability  and  recession  of  the  shoreline,  permitting  damages  to  prop¬ 
erty  and  improvements  which  include  public  highways  and  recrea¬ 
tional  beach  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  imqrrovement. — The  2ilan  [provides  for  restora¬ 
tion  of  a  jirotective  beach  to  a  general  width  of  100  feet  with  bearm 
elevation  10  feet  above  mean  low  water  on  the  shores  between  Martin 
(vounty  line  and  Jujiiter  Inlet,  Jupiter  Inlet  and  Lake  Worth  Inlet, 
and  South  Lake  Worth  Inlet  and  Boca  Raton  Inlet,  and  subsequent 
periodic  nourishment  thereof  including  operation  of  the  exi.sting  sand 
transfer  jilant  at  South  Lake  lYorth  Inlet. 
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Estimated  costs  {195S  price  levels). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Martin  County  to  Jupiter  Inlet _ _ _ - 

$8,600 

42. 100 

78. 100 

$260, 400 
504, 200 
2, 218,  400 

$269, 000 
546, 300 
2, 296, 500 

South  Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Boca  Raton  Inlet _ 

128,800 

2, 983, 000 

3,111,800 

Project  economics.  — 


Annual 
charges  ' 

Annual 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

$12, 100 
57,  740 
242,000 

$15, 020 
75,  560 
351,  700 

1.2 

1.3 

South  Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Boca  Raton  Inlet _ 

1.5 

>  Include  total  of  $179,300  for  periodic  nourishment  and  $20,100  for  operation  of  sand  transfer  plant  of  which 
the  Federal  share  is  estimated  at  $7,700  per  year  for  the  former  and  $700  per  year  for  the  latter  for  initial 
lO-year  period. 


Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
they  will:  maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  publicly  owned 
shores  and  their  administration  for  public  use,  maintain  the  protective 
measures  during  their  economic  life  and  provide  periodic  nourishment 
at  suitable  intervals  including  operation  of  the  sand-transfer  plant  at 
South  Lake  Worth  Inlet,  and  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  safeguard  bathers. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — ■ 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  residential  and  recreational  development  of  this 
area  is  growing  rapidly.  The  recommended  improvements  will  alle¬ 
viate  future  damage  to  the  shores  and  will  permit  full  use  of  the  recre¬ 
ational  potential  of  the  area.  The  committee  notes  the  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  operation  of  the  sand  transfer  plant  constructed  by  local 
interests  in  1958  and  in  periodic  nourishment  of  the  shore.  The  com¬ 
mittee  considers  that  the  overall  plan  is  warranted. 

VIRGINIA  KEY  AND  KEY  BISCAA’NE,  FLA.,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  .561,  87tli  Cong.) 

Locations. — In  Dade  County,  Fla.,  comprising  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
shores  of  Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  two  of  a  chain  of  barrier 
islands,  just  south  of  the  entrance  to  Miami  Harbor. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3, 1930  (cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control 
project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Virginia  and  Biscayne  Keys  are 
primary  recreation  areas  for  Metropolitan  Dade  County  and  the  city 
of  IMiami.  Instability  and  recession  of  the  ocean-front  shores  have 
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resulted  in  loss  of  public  beach  areas,  both  for  those  areas  which  are 
presently  developed  as  parks  and  those  for  which  development  in  the 
very  near  future  will  be  required  to  provide  for  anticipated  greatly 
increased  recreational  use. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Provies  for  periodic  nour¬ 
ishment  of  1.8  miles  of  public  beach  on  Virginia  Key  and  1.9  miles  on 
Key  Biscayne  at  estimated  rates  of  80,000  and  65,000  cubic  yards  per 
year,  respectively,  and  deferred  construction  of  three  groins  on  Vir¬ 
ginia  Key,  and  one  groin  on  Key  Biscayne  until  such  time  as  experi¬ 
ence  gained  in  nourishing  the  beaches  should  indicate  the  need  for  the 
groins. 

Estimated  costs  {spring  1961  price  levels) . — 


Virginia  Key 

Key  Biscayne 

Total 

Deferred  groins: 

$182, 000 
365,000 

$38,000 

77,000 

$220,000 

442,000 

Total _ _ _ 

547,000 

115,000 

662,000 

Periodic  nourishment: 

1  25. 300 
>50,700 

1  22,700 
>45,300 

76,000 

68,000 

•  Per  year  for  1st  10  years. 

*  Per  year  for  1st  10  years  (full  total  thereafter). 


Project  economics. — 


Virginia  Key 

Key  Biscayne 

Annual  charges: 

Deferred  groins: 

$20, 100 
4,700 

$4,100 

1,000 

24,800 

76,000 

5,100 

68,000 

Annual  benefits: 

1,600 

214,000 

1,600 

225,000 

215,600 

226,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Computed  on  the  basis  of  nourishment  only  as 
the  deferred  groins  will  be  constructed  only  if  total  annual  charges 
for  both  groins  and  nourishment  are  less  than  annual  charges  for 
beach  nourishment  alone.  Virginia  Key,  2.8 ;  Key  Biscayne,  3.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement ;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  will:  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public 
ownership  of  the  shores  upon  which  Federal  participation  is  bas^  and 
their  administration  for  public  use.  In  the  event  that  groins  are  found 
to  be  needed  and  justified,  furnish  assurances  that  for  these  works  they 
will  meet  the  conditions  of  local  cooperation  specified  above ;  maintain 
the  groins;  and  provide  such  related  periodic  beach  nourishment  as 
may  be  necessary  to  meet  project  objectives,  subject  to  the  recom¬ 
mended  Federal  participation  for  the  10-year  initial  period. 
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C omm-enU  of  S fate  and  Federal  agencies. — 

City  of  Miami :  F avorable. 

Dade  County :  F avorable. 

State  of  Florida :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RemarJcs. — Restoring  and  stabilizing  protected  beaches  at  these 
localities  is  essential  to  fulfill  public  use  of  these  shores  and  is  well 
justified  by  anticipated  benefits.  The  committee  notes  that  the  plan 
would  defer  construction  of  groins  until  such  time  as  experience  gained 
in  nourishing  the  beaches  should  demonstrate  the  need  therefor.  The 
committee  considers  that  authorization  of  the  groins  on  this  basis  and 
periodic  nourishment  is  warranted. 

SAN  JITAN  AND  VICINITY,  PUERTO  RICO,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  575,  87th  Cong.) 

Locatio-n. — On  the  north  shore  of  the  island  of  Puerto  Rico,  front¬ 
ing  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean  between  Punta  Salinas  on  the  west  and 
Punta  Vacia  Talega  on  the  east,  and  including  the  shores  of  San  Juan 
Harbor  which  is  about  30  miles  from  the  eastern  extremity  of  the 
island.  Municipalities  of  Toa  Baja,  Catano,  San  Juan,  Carolina,  and 
Loiza,  comprising  the  gi'eater  part  of  Metropolitan  San  Juan,  are 
included. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Easting  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control 
project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem,. — A  large  part  of  the  study  area  is 
densely  popidated,  and  includes  public  recreational  beaches,  luxury 
hotels  and  historic  buildings  and  monuments.  Erosion  of  the  shores 
has  threatened  upland  properties  with  damages  to  both  public  and 
private  improvements,  including  public  highways,  and  has  reduced 
recreational  beach  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  irapronement. — At  Condado  and  Ocean  Park 
widen  by  direct  placement  of  sand  fill  approximately  0.9  mile  of  beach 
to  a  berm  width  30  feet  greater  than  now  exists  at  elevation  7  feet 
above  mean  low  water,  construct  a  rubble-mound  breakwater  129  feet 
long  at  the  west  end  of  the  reach,  and  provide  Federal  participation  in 
subsequent  periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  for  a  period  of  10  years. 

Estimated  costs  {summer  1960  price  lends') . — 


Fetleral - $65,400 

Non-Federal _  731,  500 

Total -  796,900 


90050—62 


9 
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Project  economics  — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$2,600 

0 

1  7,400 

$26. 600 
1,900 
82,  700 

$29,200 
1,900 
90, 100 

Total _ _ _ 

10,000 

111.200 

121,200 

Annual  benefits: 

26, 700 

82.500 

61.500 

Total _ 

170, 700 

>  For  1st  10-year  period  only. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooferation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Cliief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  remaining 
work  prior  to  its  commencement,  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances 
that  local  interests  will  maintain  the  protective  measures  and  pro¬ 
vide  periodic  beach  nourishment  during  the  economic  life  of  the  proj¬ 
ect;  take  necessary  action  to  prevent  removal  of  sand  from  the  lit¬ 
toral  zone  in  the  region  for  commercial  purposes ;  control  water  pol¬ 
lution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers ;  and 
maintain  continued  public  ownership  or  continued  availability  for 
public  use  of  the  shores  upon  which  the  Federal  participation  is  based 
and  their  continued  administration  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  local  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Restoration  of  the  beaches  near  San  Juan  will  provide 
important  recreational  and  shore  protection  measures  which  are 
needed  to  prevent  further  damage.  The  committee  considers  that  the 
recommended  plan  is  justified  and  is  essential  to  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  area. 

LAKE  ERIE  SHORELINE  FROM  THE  MICHIGAN-OHIO  STATE  LINE  TO 
MARBLEHEAD,  OHIO - BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  63,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Area  comprises  the  westernmost  35  miles  of  the  south 
shore  of  Lake  Erie  and  the  Maumee  Bay  shore  adjacent  to  the  city 
of  Toledo. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3, 1930  (cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project. — No  existing  beach  erosion  control  project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Shores  are  principally  low  lying 
marshy  or  reclaimed  marsh  areas  fronted  by  low  barrier  beaches  of 
fine  sand.  The  barrier  beaches  have  a  continuous  history  of  erosion 
and  in  a  number  of  places  have  been  breached  or  so  deteriorated  that 
the  marshes  are  directly  exposed  to  waves  from  Lake  Erie  and  recre¬ 
ational  park  area  has  been  seriously  reduced. 
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Recommended  flan  of  improvement — Restore  and  protect  the  shore 
at  Crane  Creek  State  Park  by  restoring  17,800  feet  of  sand  barrier 
beach  to  a  50-foot  width  at  elevation  9  feet  above  low  water  datum 
by  placement  of  suitable  sand  fill,  constructing  36  groins  spaced  gen¬ 
erally  at  500-foot  intervals  and  extending  lakeward  about  300  feet 
(construction  of  26  of  the  groins  to  be  deferred  pending  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  need  thereof),  and  providing  Federal  participation  in 
periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  for  the  period  during  which  groins 
are  deferred. 

Estimated  costs  {price  level  of  November  1959) . — 

Federal _  $658,  500 

Non-Federal _ 1,317,200 

Total _  1,975,700 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$23, 800 

0 

2  40, 000 

$46,500 

6,000 

80,000 

1  $70, 300 
,1  0, 000 
3 120, 000 

Periodic  nourishment _ 

63,800 

132, 500 

196, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

257, 250 
600 

257, 750 

1  Includes  charges  for  all  36  groins. 

2  For  period  during  which  construction  of  26  groins  is  deferred. 

3  Includes  nourishment  required  with  26  groins  deferred. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement;  provide  parking  and  service  facilities 
necessary  to  realize  expected  recreational  benefits ;  furnish  satisfactory 
assurances  that  local  interests  will :  Maintain  the  protective  measures 
during  their  economic  life,  including  periodic  nourishment;  control 
water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  bathers ;  and  main¬ 
tain  continued  public  ownership  of  the  shore  and  its  administration 
for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project  (50  years). 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Ohio :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement  consists  of  restoration 
of  17,800  feet  of  publicly  owned  sand  barrier  beaches  along  the  Lake 
Erie  shore  at  Crane  Creek  State  Park,  Ohio.  The  beaches  have  a  con¬ 
tinuous  history  of  erosion  and  in  a  number  of  places  have  been 
breached.  The  committee  notes  that  restoration  and  stabilization  of 
the  protective  beach  is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  public  property 
and  to  restore  needed  recreational  beach  widths.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  anticipated  benefits  justify  the  project. 
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sheffip;ld  lake  commcnii  a'  i*ark,  seffiei-d  lake  village,  ohio, 

BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 
(H.  Doc.  414,  87tli  Cong.) 

Locatimi. — On  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Erie  about  20  miles  west  of 
Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Report  authorized  Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  approve 
July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

ExlMlng  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control  pro- 
ject. 

Bench  erosion-  control  prohlem. — Erosion  of  the  protective  beach  and 
bluffs  precludes  full  development  and  recreational  use  of  a  publicly 
owned  community  park.  Restoration  of  the  beach  and  stabilization 
of  the  shore  is  necessary  to  provide  adequate  recreational  beach  area 
and  protect  park  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  restoration  of  a 
protective  beach  with  minimum  berm  width  of  40  feet  at  elevation 
8  feet  above  low  water  datum  along  the  800  feet  of  park  frontage  and 
construction  of  two  groins. 

Estimated  costs  (  July  1960  price  levels). — 


Federal _ $100,  300 

Non-Federal _  200,  700 


Total _  301,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $13,  400 

Maintenance  (groins) _  1,000 

Beach  nourishment _  6,  400 


Total -  20,  800 

Annual  benefits : 

Elimination  of  protective  costs  by  present  methods _  1, 300 

Recreation -  26,  000 


Total -  27,  300 


Benef.t-cost  ratio. — .3 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  will  maintain  the  protective  measures  during  their  eco¬ 
nomic  life,  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard 
the  health  of  bathers,  maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  the 
shore  and  its  administration  for  general  public  use,  and  relocate  the 
storm  sewer  outfall  at  their  own  expense. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Restoration  and  stabilization  of  the  protective  beach 
and  stabilization  of  the  bluff  at  this  location  is  necessary  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  public  property  and  to  provide  a  needed  recreational  area 
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in  this  thickly  populated  area.  The  committee  notes  that  provision  of 
the  project  consisting  of  beach  fill  and  periodic  replenishment  is  need¬ 
ed  and  amply  justified. 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA,  APFENDIX  VH,  SPECIAL  IN'IT.RIM  REPORT  ON  VENTURA 
AREA  BEACH  FJIOSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  4.08,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.  Ihe  study  area,  located  in  Ventura  County,  comprises 
about  4  miles  of  shore  on  the  Pacific  Ocean,  lying  between  the  Ventura 
and  Santa  Clara  Rivers,  about  55  miles  northwest  of  Los  Angeles. 

Report  auth^orized  5?/.— Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3, 1963  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  project. Federal  project  authorized  September  3,  1954 
(H.  Doc.  29,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  provided  for  Federal  participation  in 
construction  of  three  groins  to  protect  about  1  mile  of  shore  in  the 
northwestern  portion  of  San  Buenaventura  State  Park.  Within  his 
discretionary  authority,  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  TT.S.  Army,  in  August 
1961,  approved  modification  of  the  existing  project  to  shift  the  loca¬ 
tions  of  the  three  authorized  groins  to  the  downdrift  (southeastern) 
portion  of  the  State  park  frontage  where  the  problem  has  become 
more  acute.  These  groins  are  planned  for  construction  by  the  State  of 
California  in  1962. 

Beach  erosion  control  prohlem. — Continuing  erosion  of  the  protec¬ 
tive  and  recreational  beach  at  San  Buenaventura  State  Park  has  pro¬ 
gressed  in  recent  years  to  such  extent  that  use  of  the  park  is  impaired 
and  public  and  private  improvements  in  the  Pierpont  residential  com¬ 
munity  landward  of  the  park  are  threatened  with  destruction.  Pres¬ 
ently  authorized  protective  structures  are  inadeipiate  to  provide  the 
protection  required  under  existing  conditions. 

Recoonmended  plan  of  impro  vement. — In  lieu  of  the  existing  project, 
provides  for  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  of  nine  groins 
and  artificial  placement  of  beach  fill  along  approximately  2  miles  of 
shore. 

Estimated  costs  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal  -  000 

Non-Federal - 030,  000 


Total -  ^  545^  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Intere.st  and  amortization 

$18, 720 

$48, 090 

6,ono 

10,000 

$66, 810 

6,000 

10,000 

Maintenance: 

Oroins _ 

Sand  fill _ 

Total _ 

18. 720 

64,090 

82, 810 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  loss: 

Private  lands  and  Imorovements 

76, 4.50 
48,880 
60,000 

Public  lands  and  improvements 

Recreation _ 

Total _ 

185,330 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation.— Oht^m  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement ;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  will  maintain  the  protective  measures  during  their  eco¬ 
nomic  life,  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard 
the  health  of  bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public  owneiship  of  the 
shores  upon  which  Federal  aid  is  based  and  their  administration  for 
public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  California :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  appears  to  be  well  justified 
for  correcting  the  continuing  erosion  of  the  protective  and  recrea¬ 
tional  beach  at  San  Buenaventura  State  Park  which  has  progressed 
in  recent  years  to  such  an  extent  that  use  of  the  park  is  impaired  and 
public  and  private  improvements  in  the  area  are  threatened  with  de¬ 
struction.  The  committee  endorses  the  proposed  project. 

ORANGE  COUNTA'  (SAN  GABRIEL  RIVER  TO  NEWPORT  BAY),  CALIF.,  BEACH 

EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  — ,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Area  comprises  the  northernmost  17  iniles  of  Orange 
County,  Calif.,  fronting  on  the  Pacific  Ocean  immediately  southeast 
of  the  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach  Harbor  complex. 

Report  authorized  Jj/.— Section  2  of  Kiver  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions)  ;  and  section  112  of  Kiver 
and  Harbor  Act  (Public  Law  85-500)  approved  July  3,  1958. 

Existmg  project. — Beach  erosion  control  projects  authorized  Sep¬ 
tember  3,  1954  (HD  349/83/2)  previde  for  initial  widening  of  the 
beach  and  construction  of  one  groin  at  Seal  Beach  and  initial  place¬ 
ment  of  1  million-cubic-yard  feeder  beach  at  Surfside. 

Beach  erosion  control  proLlem. — Flood  control  structures  on  Los 
Angeles,  San  Gabriel,  and  Santa  Ana  Rivers  have  nearly  eliminated 
natural  supply  of  sand  to  the  shore.  Otfshore  breakwater  at  Los 
Angeles-Long  Beach  Harbor  and  entrance  jetties  at  Anaheim  Bay 
Harbor  effectively  prevent  littoral  drift  from  reaching  the  problem 
area  south  thereof.  The  three  types  of  improvements,  acting  in  con¬ 
cert,  have  precipitated  a  serious  shore  erosion  problem  south  of  Ana¬ 
heim  Bay  Harbor  which  is  progressing  southeastward  threatening 
eventual  destruction  of  highly  desirable  recreational  areas  and  im¬ 
proved  private  property.  Authorization  for  the  present  study  directed 
that  the  problem  be  studied  to  determine  the  extent  of  Federal  aid 
to  be  granted  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitations  of  existing  Fed¬ 
eral  law  applicable  to  beach  erosion  control. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — In  lieu  of  existing  Federal 
beach  erosion  control  project  for  Surfside,  place  on  the  beach  in  Surf- 
side-Siinset  Beach  area  about  3  million  cubic  yards  of  sand  to  restore 
9,200  feet  of  beach  in  Surfside-Sunset  Beach  area  and  provide  feeder 
beach  to  nourish  downdrift  shores,  construct  an  offshore  breakwater 
about  2,G00  feet  in  length  at  Newport  Beach,  at  estimated  5-year  in- 
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tervals  transfer  estimated  1,500,000  cubic  yards  of  sand  from  lee  of 
breakwater  to  feeder  beach  at  Surfside-Sunset  Beach  area,  and  pro¬ 
vide  additional  sand  from  other  sources  at  an  estimated  rate  of  50,000 
cubic  yards  per  year  to  make  up  deficiencies  due  to  losses. 

Estimated  costs  (1961  price  levels). 

Federal - $2,845,000 

Non-Federal -  1,  405, 000 


Total -  4,  250,  OOO 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$81, 200 
14, 100 
301, 500 

$57,  800 
6,900 
148, 500 

$139, 000 
21,000 
450, 000 

Breakwater  maintenance _  ... 

Periodic  nourishment _ 

Total _ 

396, 800 

213, 200 

610, 000 

Annual  benefits; 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

1,941,000 
280, 000 

Recreational  (restored  beach  area) _ 

Total _ 

2, 221, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  all  or  any 
one  phase  of  the  work  prior  to  commencement  of  such  work ;  and  fur¬ 
nish  satisfactory  assurances  that  local  interests  will  maintain  the 
protective  measures  and  provide  periodic  nourishment  of  the  protec¬ 
tive  beach  with  Federal  assistance  during  the  economic  life  of  the 
project,  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard 
bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  public  shores 
and  their  administration  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  California :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Urges  that  borrow  material  be 
obtained  from  offshore  areas  or  from  maintenance  dredging  op¬ 
erations  and  not  from  the  marsh  areas. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  sets  forth  in  detail  its  views  concerning  cost  sharing  in 
measures  for  mitigating  adverse  effects  of  previously  constructed 
projects. 

ORANGE  COUNTY  (SAN  GABRIEL  RIVER  TO  NEWPORT  BAY),  CALIF., 
BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  correction  of 
the  serious  shore  erosion  problem  which  threatens  eventual  destruc¬ 
tion  of  highly  desirable  recreational  areas  and  improved  private 
property.  The  unusual  nature  of  tliis  problem  is  indicated  by  the 
fact  that  the  authorization  for  the  current  study  provided  that  the 
extent  of  Federal  aid  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  equity  without 
regard  to  limitations  of  existing  beach  erosion  law. 
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Section  102 

REIMBURSEMENT - BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  previous  river  and  harbor  acts. 
It  provides  for  reimbursement  of  local  interests  for  work  done  by 
tJiem  on  beach  erosion  control  measures  authorized  in  this  bill  subse¬ 
quent  to  initiation  of  the  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  these  meas¬ 
ures.  Certain  restrictions  and  limitations  are  included  to  safeguard 
the  interests  of  the  United  States.  This  section  provides  a  reasonable 
basis  for  proceeding  with  necessary  beach  erosion  control  measures 
at  time  of  need,  so  that  costly  beach  restoration  or  irrevocable  loss  of 
beaches  may  be  avoided.  The  provision  has  been  considered  equitable 
in  jirevious  legislation,  and  the  committee  considers  that  it  also  should 
apply  to  beach  erosion  control  measures  included  in  this  bill,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  section  103. 

Section  103 

FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN  SHORE  PROTECTION 

Purpose  of  section  103. — This  section  would  amend  existing  laws  to 
permit  increased  Federal  participation  in  shore  protection  projects 
and  investigations,  and  provide  for  changes  in  procedures  to  expedite 
Federal  action  in  planning  and  undertaking  protection  for  the  most 
endangered  coastal  areas,  beyond  the  legislative  authorities  now  avail¬ 
able.  It  would  provide  for  increased  Federal  participation  in  four 
important  aspects  of  project  development : 

(1)  Studies  would  be  made  entirely  at  Federal  cost  rather  than 
on  a  50-50  Federal — non-Federal  cooperative  basis  as  at  present.  This 
is  desirable  because  it  Avould  enable  the  Coiqis  of  Engineers  to  study 
entire  physiographic  reaches  of  shores  where  the  problems  and  their 
solution  can  be  treated  as  an  entity,  rather  than  on  the  fragmented 
basis  required  by  adoption  to  local  governmental  boundaries. 

(2)  The  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  protection  of  publicly  owned 
or  used  non-Federal  shore  frontage  would  l)e  increased  from  one-third 
of  the  costs  to  one-half. 

(3)  The  Federal  GoATrnment  could  assume  not  more  than  70  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  costs  of  protecting  the  frontage  of  certain  State, 
county,  or  municipal  parks  and  conservation  areas  which  meet  defined 
criteria  of  public  interest. 

(4)  Authority  to  undertake  meritorious  small  shore  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  projects  without  specific  authorization  by 
Congress,  and  with  appropriate  limitations,  would  be  granted  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  similar  to  that 
already  proidded  for  small  flood  control  and  navigation  projects. 

These  changes  in  the  Federal  interest  would  place  shore  protection 
studies  on  a  comparable  basis  for  planning  with  other  water  resource 
investigations;  encourage  and  assist  local  interests  to  cooperate  more 
fully  in  projects  by  reducing  the  present  financial  burden  of  coopera¬ 
tion  ;  and,  perhaps  most  important  of  all,  designate  shoreline  protec¬ 
tion,  conservation,  and  development  as  a  recognized  field  for  Federal 
participation. 
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In  addition,  section  103  would  authorize  reimbursement  of  local  in¬ 
terests  for  work  done  by  them  on  authorized  projects  which  individ¬ 
ually  do  not  exceed  $1  million  in  total  cost  after  initiation  of  the  survey 
studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  project.  This  clause  would  pro¬ 
vide  continuing  authority,  with  specified  controls,  in  place  of  the  spe¬ 
cial  authority  of  section  102  which  has  been  included  in  this  and  in 
recent  omnibus  bills  for  shore  protection  projects  authorized  therein. 

Discussion. — The  storms  and  high  tides  of  March  6  to  8, 1962,  cause 
unprecedented  damage  to  the  shores  and  to  developments  thereon  from 
Florida  to  Long  Island.  Much  of  it  occurred  in  the  States  of  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  Delaware,  and  Maryland.  Available  estimates 
indicated  that  total  losses  to  public  and  private  property  approximated 
$200  million.  Human  suffering  was  extensive,  and  many  persons  lost 
their  homes  and  investments  on  the  shores.  The  prolonged  duration 
of  high  Avater  levels  also  eroded  beaches  and  protective  dunes  exten¬ 
sively  and  barrier  islands  were  overflowed  so  that  many  areas  and 
[)roperties  were  exposed  to  wave  and  water  damages  not  previously 
experienced  even  in  hurricanes. 

Most  individuals  and  local  communities  have  insufficient  resources 
to  meet  such  cat  astro  phies.  The  Federal  Office  of  Emergency  Plan¬ 
ning,  assisted  by  other  Federal  agencies,  with  funds  granted  by  the 
President  under  Public  Law'  875,  81st  Congress,  undertook  emergency 
cleanup  and  repairs,  but  work  under  this  law  cannot  extend  to  the 
permanent  works  needed  for  protection  against  major  storms. 

In  some  areas  existing  requirements  for  local  cooperation  have  re¬ 
tarded  full  accomplishment  of  authorized  wmrk  where  local  interests 
would  be  required  to  bear  a  large  part  of  the  total  costs.  Section  103 
would  increase  the  Federal  share  of  costs  to  approximately  one-half 
of  the  total  costs  of  protecting  publicly  OAvned  or  used  property,  and 
would  make  the  neAv  provisions  applicable  to  authorized  projects 
Avhich  have  not  been  completed  prior  to  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
act.  Where  conservation  areas  are  involved  the  Federal  share  Avould 
be  more  than  50  percent.  The  increase  Avould  not  be  unduly  burden¬ 
some  to  the  Federal  Government  in  vieAv  of  the  benefits  all  the  public 
receives  f  I’om  the  shores  and  beaches  of  our  coasts. 

Revui.rhs. — The  extension  of  the  Federal  interest  in  shore  protec¬ 
tion,  conservation,  and  development  provided  by  section  103  is  con¬ 
sidered  fully  in  the  national  interest  and  an  important  step  forAvard 
in  Federal-State  cooperation  in  the  national  resources  field.  The 
committee  would  expect  that  the  provisions  of  section  103  pertaining 
to  neAv  Avork  costs  avouIcI  be  applied  to  the  beach  erosion  control  proj¬ 
ects  and  measures  authorized  by  the  bill. 

Section  104 

aquatic  plant  control  project 

Purpose  of  section  lOlf.. — Section  104  amends  the  aquatic  plant  con¬ 
trol  project  as  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  costs  for  research  and  for  planning  prior  to  construction  shall 
be  borne  fully  by  the  United  States.  Planning  prior  to  construction 
includes  all  planning  costs  incurred  for  the  project  in  any  area  prior 
to  the  initiation  of  project  operations  in  that  area  and  any  additional 
costs  incurred  for  reports  to  Congress  on  the  progress  of  the  project. 
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Tlie  requirements  of  the  authorized  project  for  sharing  of  costs  by 
Jocal  interests  are  not  otherwise  changed. 

Discussion. — The  project  for  aquatic  plant  control,  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  as  a  joint  endeavor  of  Federal  and 
State  agencies,  requires  that  local  interests  bear  30  percent  of  the  costs 
of  the  project.  This  requirement  has  created  administrative  problems 
in  the  distribution  of  costs  for  research  and  advance  planning  for 
which  no  practicable  solution  has  been  found. 

Research  in  aquatic  plant  control  methods  performed  for  the  proj¬ 
ect  by  the  cooperating  Federal  agencies  falls  within  the  basic  functions 
and  responsibilities  of  those  agencies  and  has  a  broad  general  appli¬ 
cability  to  the  programs  of  those  agencies  other  than  the  aquatic  plant 
control  project.  Generally,  the  costs  of  these  related  and  allied  Federal 
research  programs  are  entirely  a  Federal  expense.  It  is  considerecl 
appropriate,  therefore,  that  the  costs  of  the  research  feature  of  the 
project  performed  by  the  Federal  agencies  should  be  assumed  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

At  present  only  three  of  the  eight  States  in  the  project  area  are  par¬ 
ticipating  folly  in  the  project  along  with  lesser  governmental  agencies 
in  two  additional  States.  The  participating  States  and  local  govern¬ 
mental  agencies  are  contributing  their  share  of  planning  costs  for 
areas  within  their  respective  jurisdiction  but  no  satisfactoiy  solution 
has  been  found  for  allocation  and  payment  of  such  costs  in  areas  of 
nonparticipation  wherein  one  State  or  local  interest  may  not  expend 
its  funds  for  project  work  performed  in  and  for  the  benefit  of  areas 
not  under  its  jurisdiction.  Since  these  overall  planning  costs  are  es¬ 
sential  to  the  project,  it  is  considered  proper  that  such  costs  be  borne 
by  the  Federal  Government,  recognizing  that  costs  for  project  plan¬ 
ning  preliminary  to  participation  by  the  States  in  the  program  are 
otherwise  borne  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Remn;rhs.-~Y:\\^  committee  considers  that  the  provisions  of  section 
104  will  facilitate  undertaking  of  the  needed  aquatic  plant  control 
project. 

Section  105 

ILLINOIS  AND  MISSISSIPPI  CANAL 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  authorized  transfer  of  the  now 
obsolete  Federal  project  known  as  the  Illinois  and  Mississippi  Canal 
to  the  State  of  Illinois.  This  is  an  old  navigation  project  which  has 
long  been  in  disuse,  insofar  as  commercial  navigation  is  concerned. 
It  is  used  extensively,  however,  by  small  pleasure  craft.  The  1958 
act  authorized  $2  million  to  place  the  structures  in  safe  condition  to 
permit  complete  abandonment.  The  item  in  the  present  bill  increases 
the  authorization  of  $2,800,000.  The  committee  considers  this  increase 
in  authorization  to  be  desirable. 
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Section  106 

REVISION  OF  COMPIK.\TION  OF  PRELimNARY  EXAMINATION,  SUR\T;T,  AND 

REVIEW  REPORTS 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  prepare  and 
transmit  to  Congress  a  compilation  of  preliminary  examination,  sur¬ 
vey,  and  review  reports  on  river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  improve¬ 
ments.  Such  examination,  survey,  and  re^dew  reports  have  been  made 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  only  in  response  to  directives  from  Congress. 
Similar  compilations  have  previously  been  made,  the  latest  being 
published  in  House  Document  219,  82d  Congress. 

The  compilation  is  the  only  printed  record  of  all  examination,  sur¬ 
vey,  and  review  reports  prepared  and  is  of  value  to  the  Public  Works 
Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  other  Con¬ 
gressional  committees,  Members  of  the  Congress,  the  several  branches 
of  the  Government,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  organizations  and 
individuals  interested  in  river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  investi¬ 
gations. 

The  necessary  information  is  available  in  the  office  of  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  and  the  only  expense  will  be  for 
compilation  printing.  It  is  recommended  that  the  report  be  printed 
as  a  congressional  document. 

Previous  legislation  on  this  matter  detailed  the  inclusive  page  num¬ 
bers  to  be  revised,  to  assure  that  a  complete  alphabetical  list  of  the 
reports  was  prepared,  rather  than  a  supplement  listing  the  reports 
prepared  since  the  last  complete  re]iort  was  issued.  The  committee 
desires  the  report  prepared  in  compliance  with  this  section  to  be  a 
complete  report  similar  to  House  Document  214,  which  includes  reports 
completed  through  June  30, 1950. 

Section  107 

LOCK  AND  DAM  NO.  3,  BIG  SANDY  RIVER,  KY.  AND  W.  VA. 

This  section  would  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  carry  for¬ 
ward  other  repairs  and  restoration  improvements  necessary  to  protect 
lock  and  dam  No.  3  of  the  Big  Sandy  River  in  Kentucky  and  West 
Virginia.  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1956  authorized  the  transfer 
of  this  lock  for  use  in  connection  with  a  municipal  water  supply  for 
the  communities  of  Louisa,  Ky.,  and  Fort  Gay,  W.  Va.  Floods  have 
occurred  recently  which  have  caused  damage  to  the  structures  and  it 
is  the  recommendation  of  the  committee  that  repair  measures  consist¬ 
ing  of  extension  of  the  existing  dam  to  the  riverbank  and  partial  re¬ 
building  and  protection  of  eroded  banks  should  be  carried  forward. 
The  total  works  to  be  undertaken  would  cost  an  estimated  $200,000. 
It  is  understood  that  this  emergency  work  which  is  being  authorized 
would  in  no  way  affect  the  condition  that  local  interests  shall  maintain 
and  operate  the  structure. 
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Section  108 

NAVIGATION  SURVEYS 

This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  previous  Eiver  and  Harbor  Acts 
providing  for  authorization  of  needed  surveys  at  specifically  named 
localities.  In  addition,  it  provides  basis  for  surveys  of  the  coastal 
areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  possessions,  including  the  shores  of 
the  Great  Lakes,  in  the  interest  of  beach  erosion  control,  hurricane 
protection,  and  related  purposes,  in  accordance  with  survey  proce¬ 
dures  established  in  section  103  of  the  bill,  and  subject  to  authorization 
by  resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  Congress. 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  survey 
investigations  for  navigation  and  allied  purposes  at  the  following 
named  localities : 

Falmouth  Harbor,  Maine. 

Channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer  Island,  Mass. 

Little  Egg  Inlet,  N.  J. 

Brigantine  Inlet,  N.  J. 

Corsons  Inlet,  N.  J. 

Kings  Ray  deepwater  channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  River  at  Wapakoneta,  Ohio. 

Section  109 

This  section  identifies  title  I  of  the  bill  as  the  River  and  Harbor 
xVct  of  1902. 


TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Title  II  includes  the  flood  control  projects,  project  modifications, 
basin  authorization  increases,  and  certain  miscellaneous  matters  that 
have  been  considered,  and  amendments  to  existing  law  believed  ad¬ 
visable  at  this  time.  These  items  will  provide  the  basis  for  a  logical 
and  orderly  continuation  of  the  national  program  for  flood  control 
throughout  the  United  States  and  its  possessions  for  the  next  2'  years. 

_  The  first  Federal  flood  control  program  began  on  the  lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  in  1879  with  creation  of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission 
and  authorization  for  Federal  participation  in  that  project.  The 
California  Debris  Commission  was  established  in  1893,  ancl  the  flood 
program  on  the  Sacramento  River  adopted  in  1917.  The  present 
project  for  improvement  of  the  Mississippi  River  in  its  alluvial 
valley  was  approved  by  the  Congress  in  1928,  and  has  been  amended 
from  time  to  time  as  deemed  necessary.  The  experience  gained  in 
the  early  work  on  the  Sacramento  and  Mississippi  Rivers  brought  forth 
the  recognition  of  the  need  for  protecting  lives  and  property  from 
floods  in  otlier  sections  of  the  country. 

Flood  control  as  a  national  policy  had  its  inception  in  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1936,  which  stated  as  a  declaration  of  policy  that  floods 
constituted  a  menace  to  national  welfare  and  that  it  was  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  control  of  floods  is  a  proper  activity  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  cooperation  with  States  and  local  interests,  where  the 
benefits  are  in  excess  of  the  estimated  costs  and  if  the  lives  and  social 
security  of  the  people  are  otherwise  adversely  affected.  From  that 
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beginning  has  grown  the  important  flood  control  program  undertaken 
by  the  United  States.  The  committee  is  impressed  with  the  notable 
progress  that  has  been  made  on  the  flood  control  program  to  date, 
and  considers  the  additional  authorizations  included  in  this  bill  a 
very  valuable  addition  to  the  overall  program. 

Although  presently  authorized  projects  are  well  dispersed  through¬ 
out  the  country,  there  are  many  areas  where  flood  problems  are  acute 
and  which  are  now  within  the  areas  intended  to  be  protected  by 
authorized  projects.  Other  areas  subject  to  devastating  floods  are 
being  studied  and  flood  protection  projects  being  developed. 

It  has  long  been  recognized  that  flood  control  is  only  one  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  our  water  resources  should  be  developed.  Congress 
has  recognized  that  full  consideration  should  be  given  to  a  desirable 
improvement  for  the  use  and  control  of  all  the  water  resources,  in 
addition  to  the  specific  purpose  of  flood  control.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  committee,  the  projects  and  basin  plans  included  in  this  bill  give 
full  weight  to  the  navigation  possibilities ;  the  development  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power ;  the  conservation  of  water  for  municipal,  industrial,  and 
agricultural  uses;  the  utilization  of  recreation  potentialities  in  con¬ 
nection  with  reservoirs ;  the  preservation  of  fish  and  wildlife ;  the 
abatement  of  stream  pollution;  the  improvement  of  water  quality; 
and  the  provision  of  improved  sanitary  facilities.  The  committee 
feels  that  a  program  for  flood  control  and  navigation  would  not  be 
comprehensive  or  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Nation  unless  all  these 
factors  were  considered. 

The  major  objective  of  flood  control  is  the  desirability  of  pre¬ 
venting  damage  to  property  and  removal  of  the  hazard  to  the  loss  of 
human  life.  Flood  control  also  permits  the  most  effective  use  of  our 
valley  lands,  to  allow  for  their  best  use  and  development,  and  a  realiza¬ 
tion  of  the  economic  benefits  that  would  accrue.  The  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1960  authorized  a  program  for  development  of  information  on 
flood  hazards  in  flood  plain  areas,  so  that  such  areas  may  be  used 
effectively  for  their  best  purposes,  without  unnecessarily  requiring 
needs  for  protective  works.  It  is  recognized  that  in  certain  in¬ 
stances  flood  control  measures  will  permit  new  and  additional 
activities  in  the  valleys  which  would  otheinvise  not  be  practicable,  but 
would  increase  the  economic  advantages.  In  this  respect,  flood  control 
is  thought  of  as  a  positive  force  in  economic  development  rather  than 
as  a  corrective  measure.  The  committee  expects  the  flood  plain 
information  program  to  prove  beneficial  for  dealing  with  localized 
flood  problems  at  the  State  and  local  level. 

The  active  flood-control  program  consists  of  192  reservoirs  and  525 
local  protection  projects  completed  and  in  operation.  These  projects 
have  prevented  damages  totaling  $10.6  billion  since  they  were  placed 
in  operation.  The  damages  prevented  during  1961  amounted  to  $868 
million.  There  are  at  present  195  flood-control  projects  under  con¬ 
struction.  There  are  32  midtiple-purpose  reservoir  projects  in  opera¬ 
tion  producing  power,  and  30  additional  ones  under  construction. 

A  regular  feature  of  reservoir  investigations  includes  the  provision 
of  water  supply,  based  on  long-range  needs  on  the  basis  of  population 
and  economic  activity  projections,  taking  into  account  full  basin 
capabilities,  to  insure  that  water  supply  demands  can  be  met  on  sched¬ 
ule  at  acceptable  cost.  This  procedures  takes  into  account  the  role 
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of  adequate  supplies  of  water  in  supporting  economic  development. 
Of  the  total  flood  control  and  hydroelectric  power  projects,  19  reser¬ 
voirs  include  Avater  supply  storage,  Avhich  furnishes  approximately 
1,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  to  more  than  40  communities. 

The  Federal  interest  in  streamflow  regulation  for  water  quality 
control  was  established  by  Public  LaAv  88,  87th  Congress,  and  has  led 
to  intensification  of  efforts  in  this  field.  Many  of  the  reservoir  proj¬ 
ects  included  in  this  bill  include  storage  for  this  purpose.  Experi¬ 
ence  in  the  operation  of  existing  reservoir  projects  has  demonstrated 
the  effectiveness  of  streamflow  regulation  as  a  component  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  water  quality  management.  This  features  appears  to  be  a 
major  reqiiirement  and  function  that  must  be  met  by  our  future  reser¬ 
voir  projects.  This  is  a  valuable  program  which  will  insure  continu¬ 
ing  availability  of  ample  quantities  of  Avater  of  good  quality,  and 
prove  its  value  in  contributing  to  sound  economic  growth. 

The  multiple-purpose  reserAmir  projects  in  operation  include  hydro¬ 
electric  poAver  generating  facilities  of  almost  7  million  kilowatts. 
Projects  under  construction  will  have  a  generating  capacity  of  4.5 
million  kilowatts,  and  the  ultimate  capacity  of  projects  completed  and 
under  construction  Avill  approximate  15.5  million  kiloAvatts.  The  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  projects  included  in  this  bill  will  include  an  ultimate 
onsite  generating  capacity  of  3,105,000  kiloAvatts.  In  the  field  of  hy¬ 
droelectric  power  development,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  its  inATstiga- 
tions  is  giving  consideration  to  the  feasibility  of  pumped  storage  in¬ 
stallation,  as  well  as  conventional  type,  to  insure  that  full  advantage 
is  taken  of  opportunities  for  meeting  power  requirements  at  mini¬ 
mum  cost. 

Public  LaAv  71,  84th  Congress,  authorized  surveys  of  the  Atlantic 
and  gulf  coasts  to  investigate  methods  of  providing  protection  to  cer¬ 
tain  areas  from  hurricanes.  The  flood  damages  from  sea  waters  caused 
by  hurricanes  are  just  as  real  as  the  damages  from  floods  caused  by 
runoff  from  headwaters.  The  three  hurricane-flood  protection  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  by  Public  Law  500,  85th  Congress,  were  the  firet 
projects  authorized  in  a  new  Federal  program,  and  the  local  financial 
participation  in  the  cost  of  the  projects  was  established  as  30  percent 
of  the  total  cost  of  such  projects.  It  was  realized  at  that  time  that 
the  program  for  hurricane-flood  protection  might  develop  into  a  large 
program.  Two  additional  projects  of  this  nature  were  authorized  in 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960,  and  this  bill  includes  authorization  of 
13  additional  hurricane-flood  protection  projects. 

The  phenomenal  groAvth  of  public  use  of  Federal  land  and  Avater 
areas  in  recent  years,  has  led  to  a  major  emphasis  on  the  recreational 
aspects  of  our  water  resource  development  projects.  Included  in  the 
completed  flood  control,  navigation,  and  hydroelectric  projects  are 
over  300  bodies  of  water  providing  outdoor  recreation  facilities.  Fa¬ 
cilities  for  public  use  have  been  furnished  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $27,500,- 
000  and  a  local  cost  of  about  $56  million.  During  calendar  year  1961, 
public  use  of  these  facilities  reached  a  total  of  120  million  visits,  more 
than  AA^as  reported  by  any  other  Federal  agency.  The  key  role  of 
water  in  outdoor  recreational  activity  has  been  demonstrated  by  the 
use  made  of  these  completed  reservoirs.  Substantially  all  the  reser- 
A^oir  projects  included  in  this  bill  provide  for  balanced  recreational 
-development  to  insure  effective  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  po- 
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tential  for  general  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  which  they 
will  create. 

The  committee  has  given  serious  and  detailed  consideration  to  the 
needs  of  eveiy  section  of  the  country  in  formulating  this  bill.  It 
believes  that  even  with  an  available  backlog  of  authorized  flood  con¬ 
trol  projects,  there  is  constant  need  for  review  and  reanalysis  of  the 
program,  unceasing  vigilance  in  carrying  it  out  and  keeping  it  up 
to  date,  and  for  authorization  of  modifications  and  additions,  as  major 
floods  occur  in  certain  areas,  changes  in  engineering  techniques  are 
required,  and  to  keep  pace  with  economic  changes  as  they  occur.  The 
flood  control  program  grows  and  changes  from  time  to  time  as  the 
country  grows,  and  more  knowledge  on  the  behavior  of  streams  and 
floods  is  accumulated. 

The  committee  is  impressed  by  the  fact  that  the  value  of  many  of 
the  projects  in  the  flood  control  program,  as  measured  by  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio,  appears  much  higher  when  analyzed  after  they  have  been 
in  operation  than  the  value  computed  prior  to  their  construction.  It 
is  realized  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  bases  its  computation  of  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  for  projects  imder  study  in  accordance  with  accepted 
engineering  and  economic  principles,  but  that  the  results  can  be  no 
more  accurate  than  the  data  upon  which  they  are  based.  In  many  in¬ 
stances  benefits  are  based  upon  relatively  short  and  incomplete  rec¬ 
ords  of  past  flood  history  and  damage. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  taken  a  con¬ 
servative  approach  of  its  analysis  of  the  projects  recommended  in  this 
bill,  and  it  is  highly  gratified  that  the  results  of  the  pro^am  are  show¬ 
ing  more  and  more  as  time  goes  on  that  the  Federal  investment  has 
been  and  will  continue  to  be  increasingly  sound. 

Analysis  of  Title  II 

SECTION  201 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  provisions  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  which  have  been  in  effect  for  some  time,  and  provides  that  proj¬ 
ect  authorization  shall  expire  if  local  cooperation  is  not  forthcoming 
within  5  years  after  appropriate  notification. 

SECTION  202 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  present  procedure  of  sub¬ 
mitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  agencies  prior  to  sub¬ 
mission  to  Congress. 

SECTION  203 

This  section  authorizes  new  projects,  project  modifications,  and 
increased  monetary  authorizations  for  existing^  comprehensive  basin 
plans.  The  preliminary  language  in  this  section  is  the  same  as  in 
previous  flood-control  legislation.  The  individual  items,  with  their 
project  document  numbers,  where  pertinent,  are  listed  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  table,  with  the  estimated  cost  of  new  projects  and  of  increased 
authorization  for  previously  authorized  projects  shown  in  separate 
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columns.  A  discussion  of  the  need  for  increased  basin  authorizations 
follows  the  description  of  individual  projects  after  the  table. 

Flood  control 


Project 


Document  No. 


New  projects 
or 

modification 


Increased 
basin  author¬ 
izations 


New  England — Atlantic  coastal  area: 

Wareham-Marion,  Mass - 

Point  Judith,  R.I - - 

Narragansett  Pier,  R.I - - - 

Long  Island  Sound: 

New  London,  Conn _ 

Westport.  Conn _ _ 

Mystic,  Conn _ _ 

Housatonio  River  Basin:  Naugatuck  River, 
Ansonia-Derby,  Corm. 

Hudson  River  Basin:  Rondout  Creek  and  Wallkill 
River,  N.Y.  and  N.J. 

New  Jersey-Atlantio  coastal  area:  Raritan  Bay  and 
Sandy  Hook  Bay,  N.J. 

Susquehanna  River  Basin: 

West  Branch  Susquehanna  comprehensive 
basin  plan. 

Lackawanna  River,  Pa - - - 

Juniata  River  and  tributaries,  Pennsylvania _ 

Delaware  River  Basin:  Delaware  River  N.Y., 


H.  548,  87th  Cong. 
H.  521,  87th  Cong. 
H.  195,  87th  Cong. 


$3, 811,500 
2,  414. 000 
1, 152, 000 


H.  478,  87th  Cong 
H.  412,  87th  Cong. 
H.  411,  87th  Cong. 
H.  437,  87th  Cong. 


2,  401,000 
217, 000 
1, 490,  000 
5, 620, 000 


S.  113,  87th  Cong. 


5, 111,000 


H.  464,  87th  Cong. 


3, 097, 000 


S.  141,  87th  Cong, 
H.  565,  87th  Cong. 
H.  522,  87th  Cong. 


3, 596, 000 
32, 150,000 
192, 400, 000 


$5, 000,000 


N.J.,  Pa.,  and  Del. 

Potomac  River  Basin:  North  Branch  Potomac 
River,  Md.  and  W.  Va. 

Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area: 

Norfolk,  Va _ 

Wrightsville  Beach,  N.C _ _ 

Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Carolina,— 

Cape  Fear  River  Basin:  Cape  Fear  River,  N.C _ 

Apalachicola  River  Basin: 

Chattahoochee  River,  Westpoint  Reservoir,  Oa, 

Flint  River,  Ga _ 

Central  and  southern  Florida: 

Comprehensive  basin  plan _ 

West  Palm  Beach  Canal,  Fla _ 

Boggy  Creek,  Fla _  _ 

South  Dade  County,  Fla _ _ 

Shingle  Creek,  Fla _ 

Cutler  Drain  area,  Florida,,  _ 

Green  Swamp  region,  Florida:  Four  River  Basins, 
Fla. 

Pascagoula  River  Basin:  Chunky  Creek,  Chicka- 
sawhay,  and  Pascagoula  Rivers,  Miss. 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin: 

Mississippi  River  Delta  at  and  below  New 
Orleans,  La. 

Red  River  in  Natchitoches  and  Red  River 
Parishes,  La. 

Buffalo  Bayou  Basin:  Vince  and  Little  Vince 
Bayous,  Tex. 

Gulf  of  Mexico: 

Port  Arthur  and  vicinity,  Texas _ 

Freeport  and  vicinity,  Texas,, . . 

Trinity  River  Basin: 

East  Fork  of  Trinity  River,  Tex _ 

Fort  Worth  Floodway,  Tex _ 

Brazos  River  Basin: 

Comprehensive  basin  plan _ 

Clear  Fork  of  Brazos  River  at  Abilene _ 

Tularosa  Basin:  Alamogordo,  N.  Mex _ 

Rio  Grande  Basin:  Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex _ 

Arkansas  River  Basin: 

Comprehensive  basui  plan _ 

Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas _ 

Arkansas  River,  mile  455-mile  496,  Oklahoma,,. 
Verdigris  River  and  tributaries,  Oklahoma 
and  Kansas. 

Big  Hill  Creek,  Kans _ _ _ 

Kaw  Reservoir,  Okla _ _ 

Cow  Creek,  Kans _ 

Arkansas  River  at  Dodge  City,  Kans _ 

White  River  Basin: 

C9mprehensive  basin  plan _ 

Village  Creek,  Jackson  and  Lawrence  Counties, 
Ark. 

Village  Creek,  W'hite  River,  and  Mayberry 
districts,  Arkansas. 


H.  469,  87th  Cong. 


H.  354,  87th  Cong. 
H.  511,  87th  Cong. 
H.  418,  87th  Cong. 
H.  508,  87th  Cong. 

H.  570,  87th  Cong. 
H.  567,  87th  Cong. 


S.  146,  87th  Cong. 
8.  125,  87th  Cong, 
S.  138,  87th  Cong. 
S.  139,  87th  Cong, 
S.  123,  87th  Cong. 
H.  585,  87th  Cong. 

H.  549,  87th  Cong. 


H.  550,  87th  Cong. 
H.  476,  87th  Cong. 
H.  441,  87th  Cong. 


H.  605,  87th  Cong. 
H.  495,  87th  Cong. 

H.  554,  87th  Cong. 
H.  454,  87th  Cong. 


H.  506,  87th  Cong. 
H.  473,  87th  Cong. 
S.  117,  87th  Cong. 


H.  563,  87th  Cong 

H.  577,  87th  Cong, 
S.  143,  87th  Cong, 
H.  531,  87th  Cong 
H.  498,  87th  Cong, 


H.  352,  87th  Cong 
H.  577,  87th  Cong, 


50, 965, 000 


1,537, 000 
345, 000 
739, 000 
25, 143. 000 

52, 900, 000 
151,820,000 


3,  220,000 
1, 176,  000 
13, 388. 000 
3, 250, 000 
2, 063, 000 
57,  760, 000 

6, 740, 000 


7,  502, 000 
1, 293, 000 
2, 224, 000 


23, 380, 000 
3,  780, 000 

23, 760, 000 
5, 148, 000 


31, 200, 000 
2, 040, 000 
3, 350, 000 


1,400,000 


62, 400, 000 

3, 785,000 
83,230,000 
1, 560, 000 
2, 133,000 


1, 968, 000 
1,018, 000 


30, 000, 000 


21, 000, 000 


182, 000, 000 


11, 000, 000 
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Flood  control — Continued 


Project 


Red  River  Basin: 

Red  River  below  Denison  Dam,  McKinney 
Bayou,  Maniece  Bayou,  Ark.,  and  East 
Point.  La. 

Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Tex _ 

Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  Mountain  Fork  River, 
Okla. 

Clayton,  Tuskahoma,  and  Hugo  Reservoirs, 
Kiamichi  River,  Okla. 

Water  quality  study,  Arkansas-Red  River 
Basins. 


Document  No. 


New  projects 
or 

modification 


Increased 
basin  author¬ 
izations 


S.  144,  aith  Cong. 
S.  137,  87th  Cong, 


$6. 4in,  non 

23, 800, 000 


S.  145,  87th  Cong. 


29, 748, 000 


S.  105,  87th  Cong. 


300, 000 


Missouri  River  Basin: 

Comprehensive  basin  plan _ 

Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage  River,  Mo _ 

Kansas  River,  Kans.,  Nebr.,  and  Colo _ 

W’hite  Clay  Creek,  Atchison,  Kans _ 

Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries,  Nebraska _ 

Indian  Creek,  Iowa _ 

Grant  River  and  tributaries.  North  and  South 
Dakota. 

Floyd  River,  Iowa _ 

Ohio  River  Basin: 

Comprehensive  basin  plan _ 

Kokosing  River,  Ohio - 

Wabash  River  at  Mount  Carmel,  Ill _ 

Mad  River  above  Huffman  Dam,  Ohio _ 

Big  South  Fork  Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and 


H.  578,  87th  Cong. 
S.  122,  87th  Cong. 
S.  151,  87th  Cong. 
H.  475,87th  Cong. 
H.  438,  87th  Cong. 
H.  574,  87th  Cong. 


H.  220,  87th  Cong 
H.  673,  87th  Cong. 
H.  439,  87th  Cong. 
H.  175,  87th  Cong 


43, 245, 000 
88, 070, 000 
3, 495, 000 
2, 122, 000 
1,270,000 
2, 670, 000 

750,000 


2. 438, 000 
1,417.000 
7, 930, 000 
151, 000, 000 


$140, 000. 000 


120, 000, 000 


Term. 


Kentucky  River,  Ky - - - 

Twelvepole  Creek,  W.  Va _ 

Guyandot  River,  W.  Va _ 

Buckhannon  River,  W.  Va - 

Crab  Creek  at  Youngstown,  Ohio _ 

Scioto  River,  Ohio _ 

Allegheny  River  at  Salamanca,  N.Y _ 

French  Creek,  Pa _ _ 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin; 

Comprehensive  basin  plan - 

Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  and  Indiana. 

Rend  Lake,  Ill - - - - 

Mississippi  River  at  Guttenberg,  Iowa - 

Mississippi  River  between  Ste.  Genevieve  and 
St.  Marys,  Mo. 

Harrisouville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and 
Levee  District  No.  2,  Illinois. 

Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  District  3,  Illi¬ 
nois. 

Prairie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary  District, 
Illinois. 

Richland  Creek,  Ill _ 

Salt  River,  Joanna  Reservoir,  Mo _ 

Pecatonica  River,  lU.  and  Wls _ 

Rock  River  at  Rockford,  Ill _ 

Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from  Hampton, 


H.  423,  87th  Cong. 
H.  520,  87th  Cong. 
H.  569,  87th  Cong. 
S.  43,  87th  Cong... 
H.  440,  87th  Cong. 
H.  587,  87th  Cong. 
H.  166,  87th  Cong. 
S.  95,  87th  Cong.. 


H.  472,  87th  Cong. 

H.  541,  87th  Cong. 
H.  286,  87th  Cong. 
H.  519,  87th  Cong. 

H.  542,  87th  Cong. 

H.  543,  87th  Cong. 

H.  540,  87th  Cong. 

H.  571,  87th  Cong. 
H.  507,  87th  Cong. 
H.  539,  87th  Cong. 
S.  142,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  564,  87th  Cong. 


26, 020, 000 
11,000.000 
60, 477. 000 
1,206,000 
2. 268, 000 
55, 307, 000 
1, 390, 000 
23, 102, 000 


71, 465, 000 

35, 500, 000 
729, 000 
2,  ,500, 000 

1,112,000 

980, 000 

921,000 

4,  995, 000 
63, 300, 000 
850, 000 
7, 228, 000 
9, 289, 000 


31, 000, 000 


Ill.,  to  inUe  300. 

Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from  Hampton, 
Ill.,  to  CassviUe,  Wis. 

Kickapoo  River,  Wis _ 

Warroad  River  and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Minn _ 

Great  Lakes  Basin: 

River  Rouge,  Mich _ 

Sandusky  River,  Ohio - 

Gila  River  Basin: 

Gila  River,  Ariz.,  Camelsback  Reservoir _ 

Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Ariz.. 

Pinal  Creek,  Ariz _ 

Truckee  River  Basin:  Truckee  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  California  and  Nevada. 

San  Francisco  Bay  area: 

Alameda  Creek,  Calif.. - - - - 

Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County,  Calif . 

San  Joaquin  River  Basm: 

New  Melones  Reservoir,  Stanislaus  River,  Calif. 

Fresno  River,  Hidden  Reservoir,  Calif _ 

Chowchilla  River,  Buchannon  Reservoir,  Calif. 

Mormon  Slough,  Calvaras  River,  Calif . . 

Russian  River  Basin:  Russian  River,  Dry  Creek, 


H.  450,  87th  Cong. 

H.  557,  87th  Cong. 
H.  449,  87th  Cong. 

H.  148,  87th  Cong. 
S.  136,  87th  Cong. 

S.  127,  87th  Cong. 
S.  116,  87th  Cong. 
H.  512,  87th  Cong. 
H.  435,  87th  Cong, 


S.  128,  87th  Cong. 
H.  545,  87th  Cong. 

H.  453,  87th  Cong. 
S.  37,  87th  Cong... 
S.  98,  87th  Cong... 
H.  676,  87th  Cong. 
H.  547,  87th  Cong. 


5,  350, 000 

15,  570, 000 
972, 000 

8, 659, 000 
4, 300, 000 

9,  770, 000 
18, 255, 000 
1. 300, 000 
2, 385, 000 


14, 680, 000 
5, 534,000 

113,717,000 
14, 338, 000 
13, 585, 000 
1, 960, 000 
42, 400, 000 


CaUf. 

Redwood  Creek  Basin:  Redwood  Creek,  Humboldt 
County,  Calif. 


H.  497,  87th  Cong 


2,  580, 000 


90050— fi2 - 10 
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Flood  control — Continued 

Project 

Document  No. 

New  projects 
or 

modification 

Increased 
basin  author¬ 
izations 

Los  Angeles  River  Basin:  Comprebensive  basin 
plan. 

$38, 000, 000 

II.  666,  87th  Cong _ 

$106, 700,000 

Columbia  River  Basin: 

226, 000, 000 

Columbia  River  and  tributaries,  Washington, 
Oregon,  Idaho,  Montana,  Wyoming,  and 
Utah. 

Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River, 
Idaho. 

Ririe  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Willow  Creek,  Idaho. 
Blackfoot  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Blackloot  River, 

II.  403,  87th  Cong _ 

S.  130,  87th  Cong . 

62, 000, 000 

7, 027, 000 
829,000 
40, 211, 000 
45, 760, 000 

41, 634, 000 

H.  562,  87th  Cong . 

H.  668,  87th  Coni _ 

TT  — ft7tb  Cnng 

Cook  Inlet,  Alaska:  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet, 
Alaska. 

Crater-Long  Lakes,  Alaska:  Snettisham  project, 
Alaska. 

H.  455,  87th  Cong _ 

TT,  40,  ft7t:h  Cnng 

2, 199, 492, 500 

804, 000,000 

Flood  Control  Projects 

WAREHAM-MARION,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  548,  87 th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  towns  of  Wareham  and  Marion,  Mass.,  are  located 
in  Plymouth  County  about  45  miles  south  of  Boston  and  35  miles  east 
of  Providence,  R.I.  They  are  situated  at  the  upper  end  of  Buzzards 
Bay,  20  to  25  miles  northeast  of  the  entrance  to  the  bay  from  the 
Atlantic  Ocean. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal  hur¬ 
ricane  protection  projects  or  local  flood  protection  works  in  the  area. 
Federal  navigation  projects  provide  a  15-foot-deep  channel  from  Cape 
Cod  Canal  into  Onset  Bay,  and  a  partially  completed  9-foot  channel 
from  Buzzards  Bay  into  Wareham. 

ProMem. — A  serious  problem  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  exists  in 
the  towns  of  Wareham  and  Marion.  The  acuteness  of  the  problem 
is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  three  severe  hurricanes  have  struck  the 
two  towns  within  the  past  23  years  and  upon  their  recurrence  would 
cause  total  flood  damages  of  over  $25  million  to  shore  properties.  In 
addition,  a  recurrence  of  these  hurricanes  would  cause  considerable 
storm  damage  to  pleasure  boat  fleets  presently  based  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  system  of 
rock-protected,  earthfill  barriers  and  supplemental  dikes  and  walls 
consisting  of  a  barrier  1,050  feet  long  across  the  Weweantic  River 
about  1,300  feet  above  its  mouth,  including  a  55-foot  ungated  naviga¬ 
tion  opening  with  a  sill  elevation  at  11  feet  below  mean  sea  level,  a 
dike  extension  on  the  west  900  feet  long  to  high  ground  in  Marion,  a 
dike  extension  on  the  east  about  1,300  feet  long  across  Cromeset  Neck 
to  Nobska  Point,  and  a  dike  about  4,800  feet  long  along  an  existing 


ot 
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powerline  north  of  U.S.  Highway  No.  6  in  the  town  of  Marion  to  pre¬ 
vent  flanking  of  the  Weweantic  barrier ;  a  barrier  about  4,150  feet  long 
across  the  Wareham  River  from  Nobska  Point,  including  a  100- 
foot  migated  navigation  opening  with  a  sill  elevation  at  15  feet 
below  mean  sea  level,  and  a  dike  extension  from  the  east  end  of 
the  barrier  in  the  vicinity  of  Long  Beach  about  1,300  feet  to  high 
ground;  a  barrier  about  2,800  feet  long  across  Onset  Bay  between 
Burgess  Point  and  Sias  Point,  including  a  partially  gated  100-foot 
navigation  opening  Avith  a  sill  elevation  at  17  feet  beloAV  mean  sea 
level,  a  dike  extension  about  1,000  feet  long  to  the  west  to  high  ground 
at  Burgess  Point,  a  dike  extension  about  1,800  feet  long  eastward  to 
high  ground  at  Sias  Point,  and  a  dike  about  900  feet  long  on  the  south 
side  of  Great  Neck  Road  1.5  miles  west  of  Burgess  Point;  and  a  wall 
120  feet  long  and  dikes  totaling  3,250  feet  for  protection  of  the  main 
business  center  of  Wareham. 

Estimated  cost  {'price  level  of  1961). — 

Federal _ $3,  811,  500 

Non-Pederal _  1)  633,  500 

Total _  5,445,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$113, 000 

$61, 000 
13, 000 

$174, 000 
13,000 
1,000 
2,000 
2,000 

1,  000 

2,000 

2,000 

Total _ 

114, 000 

78,000 

192, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

458, 000 
9, 000 
290, 000 

757, 000 

Be'nefit-cost  ratio. — 3.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas  and  spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  for  the 
construction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $100,000; 
accomplish  all  changes,  alterations,  and  additions  to,  or  relocations 
of,  any  buildings  and  utilities  made  necessary  by  the  construction  of 
the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $15,000;  bear  30  percent 
of  the  total  first  cost  of  construction,  a  sum  presently  estimated 
at  $1,633,500,  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  presently  estimated  at  $1,518,500,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installaments  prior  to  start 
of  pertinent  Avork  items,  in  accordance  Avith  construction  schedules 
as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of 
costs  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army;  and  at  least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  the  project 
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■will  not  provide  complete  protection  from  tidal  floodinij  and  that 
further  local  actions  must  be  taken  dnrinjr  hurricane  emerjjencies. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Common'vvealth  of  Massachusetts :  Favorable. 

Cominents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  towns  are  principally  residential  and  summer  vaca¬ 
tion  centers.  Records  indicate  that  of  the  69  known  hurricanes  af¬ 
fecting  or  threatening  the  area  since  1935,  35  have  caused  moderate 
to  severe  tidal  flooding.  A  recurrence  of  the  most  destructive,  which 
occurred  in  1938,  would  cause  tidal-flood  damages  estimated  at  $13,- 
800,000  in  the  two  towns,  of  which  about  $10,800,000  would  be  in 
IVareham.  Costs  have  been  allocated  to  local  interests  in  accordance 
with  the  formula  for  hurricane-flood  cost  sharing,  70  percent  Federal 
and  30  percent  local.  The  project  is  amply  justified. 

POINT  JUDITH,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  521,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Point  Judith  is  located  on  the  Atlantic  shore  of  Rhode 
Island  about  40  miles  south  of  Providence,  R.I. 

Authority. — Public  Works  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  resolution 
adopted  July  1, 1949. 

Existing  yrofect. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  hurri¬ 
cane-tidal  protection  in  the  area.  The  existing  Federal  navigation 
improvement  provides  for  a  770-acre  harbor  of  refuge,  an  entrance 
channel  and  east  and  west  channels,  all  15  feet  deep,  a  5-acre  anchor¬ 
age  10  feet  deep,  and  a  channel  and  5-acre  anchorage  basin  6  feet  deep. 
There  are  also  beach  erosion  control  works  at  Sand  Hill  Cove  State 
Beach  and  East  Matunuck  State  Beach. 

Prohlems. — Local  interests  desire  improvement  of  the  existing  navi¬ 
gation  improvement,  dredged  spoil  to  be  used  to  build  up  the  beaches, 
and  protection  from  hurricanes  by  dikes,  floodwalls,  dune  restoration, 
or  combination  thereof. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  hurricane- 
tidal  protection  between  Matunuck  and  Point  Judith,  consisting  of 
rock-faced  dikes,  revetment,  dunes,  bulkheads,  high  beach  berms,  and 
abutments  and  rock  dikes  at  the  breachway;  modification  of  the  navi¬ 
gation  project  to  include  (1)  straightening  and  deepening  entrance 
channel  to  20  feet;  (2)  enlarging  10-foot  deep  anchorage  to  16  acres; 
(3)  dredging  a  channel  150  feet  wide  and  10  feet  deep  along  the  State 
finger  piers  at  Galilee  to  an  8-acre  anchorage,  8  feet  deep;  (4)  dredg¬ 
ing  a  channel  and  5-acre  anchorage  south  of  Snug  Harbor;  (5)  deep¬ 
ening  the  Wakefield  channel  to  8  feet;  and  (6)  dredging  an  addi¬ 
tional  7-acre  anchorage  at  Wakefield;  and  in  lieu  of  the  presently 
authorized  beach  erosion  project  at  East  Matunuck  State  Beach,  widen 
3,830  feet  of  beach  generally  to  150-foot  width  by  direct  placement  of 
suitable  sand  fill,  construction  of  groins,  and  installation  of  sand 
fences. 
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Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal _ $2,  414,  000 

Non-Federal -  1, 151,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — - 


3,  565,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$89, 100 
14,  200 
600 

$49, 100 
66,  400 

$138, 200 
80, 600 
600 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  _ _ _ 

103, 900 

115,  500 

219. 400 

Annual  benefits: 

231, 800 
73, 300 
218,  700 

523,  800 

Bene'fit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  ivithout  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil  disposal,  pondage,  and  bor¬ 
row  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project  and  for  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  navigation  features,  when  and  as  required ;  accom¬ 
plish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  and  relocations 
of  sewage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities,  highways,  and 
other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction;  bear  32  percent 
of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $1,151,000,  to  consist 
of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution  now  estimated  at 
$701,000  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  of  the  project 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  navigation  features ;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion,  except  the  navigation  channels, 
anchorage  area,  and  aids  to  navigation,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretry  of  the  Army ;  assure  continued  public  own¬ 
ership  of  the  shore  upon  which  Federal  participation  in  beach  erosion 
control  is  based  and  its  administration  lor  public  use  during  the  eco¬ 
nomic  life  of  the  project;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  neces¬ 
sary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers ;  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities, 
including  additional  public  landings  at  Snug  Harbor  and  Wakefield, 
with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  construct  and 
maintain  any  bulkheads  required  for  retention  of  dredged  material 
discharged  to  spoil  disposal  areas  from  the  initial  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  navigation  features;  provide  suitable  facili¬ 
ties  at  East  Matunuck  State  Beach  to  support  the  recreational  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  beach ;  and  at  least  annually  inform  the  public  and  those 
affected  that  the  improvement  will  not  provide  any  substantial  pro- 
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tection  from  ocean  surges  higher  in  elevation  than  that  which  occurred 
in  September  1938.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to 
furnish  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Depai’tment  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Khode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
provide  for  hurricane  protection,  navigation  and  beach  erosion  pro¬ 
tection.  It  notes  also  that  the  cost  sharing  is  based  on  the  existing 
policy  for  each  purpose  in  accordance  with  the  benefits  accuring  to  that 
purpose. 

NARRAGANSEIT  PIER,  RHODE  ISLAND 
(H.  Doc.  No.  195,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.- — On  the  Atlantic  coast  near  the  mouth  of  the  West  Pas¬ 
sage  into  Narragansett  Bay,  about  30  miles  south  of  Providence,  E.I. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15, 1955. 

Existing  fToject.- — No  Federal  hurricane,  flood  control,  or  naviga¬ 
tion  projects  are  in  the  area.  An  authorized  beach  erosion  jiroject 
provides  for  widening  about  1  mile  of  beach,  construction  of  seven 
rock  groins,  and  construction  of  a  sand  barrier  on  Little  Neck  Point. 

Problems. — Hurricanes  have  caused  severe  tidal  flooding;  erosion 
of  the  beach  is  reducing  the  usable  area;  and  there  is  a  need  for  an 
improved  small  boat  harbor. 

Reconvmended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  improvements 
in  the  interest  of  hurricane  flood  protection,  beach  erosion  control, 
and  navigation  consisting  of :  A  sand  berm  of  about  3,000  feet  long ; 
concrete  walls  about  4,500  feet  long  and  270  feet  long;  four  groins;  a 
rock  revetment;  a  land  dike  about  1,120  feet  long  wdth  a  culvert  and 
sluice  gate  on  Little  Neck  Pond;  a  sand  barrier;  a  mooring  basin  in 
Narrows  Eiver  of  15  acres  8  feet  deep  with  an  entrance  channel  8  feet 
deep  and  100  feet  wide;  and  a  rock  jetty  about  930  feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {1969  price  level) . — 

Federal - $1, 152,  000 

Non-Federal _  704,  000 

Total _  1,  856,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$42,  700 
4,700 

$30,600 

14,100 

$73, 300 
18,800 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . . . 

Total . . . . . 

47, 400 

44,700 

92,100 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented . . .  . 

62,600 

39,400 

22,000 

Small-boat  harbor _ _ _ 

Beach  protection . . . . 

Total . . . . . 

123,900 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  ;  accomplish  all  alterations ;  bear  38  percent  of  the  total  tirst  cost 
presently  estimated  to  be  $704,000  which  includes  a  cash  contribution 
of  $564,000 ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
construction  and  maintenance ;  maintain  and  operate  all  work  except 
the  navigation  project;  assure  public  use  of  the  beach  improvement; 
prevent  water  pollution ;  prevent  encroachment ;  provide  and  maintain 
suitable  public  landings ;  and  construct  and  maintain  retention  walls 
for  dredged  material.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to 
cooperate  in  the  desired  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Depai’tment  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  HEW :  F avorable. 

State  of  Khode  Island:  Favorable. 

C om/tnents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvements  provide  for  hurricane  pro¬ 
tection,  small-boat  navigation,  and  beach  erosion  protection.  The  com¬ 
mittee  notes  that  the  combination  of  three  primary  features  in  one 
project  result  in  economies  to  each  feature.  Local  participation  in  the 
cost  of  the  plan  was  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  normal  requirement 
for  each  purpose,  30  percent  for  hurricane  flood  control,  two-thirds  for 
beach  protection  on  public  lands,  and  50  percent  for  recreational 
navigation. 

NEW  LONDON,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  478,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  west  side  of  the  Thames  Eiver_  estuary  and  the 
northeast  shore  of  Long  Island  Sound,  about  50  miles  east  of  New 
Haven,  Conn. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  hurricane 
protection  projects  in  the  area.  A  low,  rockfill,  offshore  barrier  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests  south  of  Bentleys  Creek  provides  a  limited 
degree  of  wave  protection  for  an  industrial  area.  Completed  Federal 
navigation  projects  provide  a  33-foot-deep  channel  extending  3.8  miles 
from  Long  Island  Sound  to  State  pier,  a  23-foot-deep  channel  about 
6,000  feet  long  skirting  the  New  London  waterfront,  and  a  depth  of 
15  feet  in  Shaw  Cove. 

Flood  prohlem. — New  London  has  experienced  heavy  tidal-flood 
losses  from  past  hurricanes  and  other  great  storms.  Recurrence  of 
hurricanes  of  the  magnitude  of  the  1938, 1944,  and  1954  storms  would 
cause  losses  ranging  from  $250,000  for  the  1944  hurricane  to  $5,500,000 
for  the  1938  hurricane. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  a  section  of  bar¬ 
rier  and  walls  extending  about  3,260  feet  from  the  vicinity  of  the  ferry 
deck  on  Pequot  Avenue,  across  Powder  Island  to  Fort  Trumbull,  with 
a  30-foot  gated  navigation  opening  for  the  Bentleys  Creek  Channel ;  a 
concrete  land  wall  at  Smith  Street  west  of  Fort  Trumbull;  and  a 
1,760-foot  barrier  and  wall  system  across  the  mouth  of  Shaw  Cove 
with  a  46-foot  gated  navigation  opening  and  a  pumping  station  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  interior  drainage. 


152  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ $2,  401,  000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _  3, 430,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$91,000 

1,000 

$45, 000 
26,000 
3,000 

$136,000 

27,000 

3,000 

Total  . 

92, 000 

74,000 

166,000 

Annual  benefits: 

244,400 

5,900 

250,300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  including  borrow  areas  and 
spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project, 
at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $180,000;  {h)  accomplish  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  modifications  or  relocations  of  existing  sewer¬ 
age  and  draining  facilities,  buildings,  utilities,  and  highways  made 
necessary  by  the  construction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $30,000;  {c)  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of  con¬ 
struction,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $1,029,000  to  consist  of  items 
listed  in  subparagraphs  (a)  and  (b)  above  and  a  cash  contribution, 
now  estimated  at  $619,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement 
of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules 
as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost 
to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  {d) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  and  {e)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  com¬ 
pletion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  "Welfare :  F avorable. 
State  of  Connecticut :  F avorable. 

Cormnemts  of  the  Bureau,  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  improvements  are  eco¬ 
nomically  justified  and  that  the  proposed  works  are  adequate  to  pro¬ 
tect  against  tidal  flood  from  the  most  severe  hurricane  considered 
reasonably  characteristic  of  the  area.  Cost  sharing  is  in  accordance 
with  the  established  ^Dolicy. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  153 


WESTPORT,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  412,  87tb  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island  Sound  about  40  miles 
northeast  of  New  York  City. 

Authonty. — In  partial  response  to  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress, 
1st  session,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  hurricane  flood  protection 
pi’ojects  in  the  area. 

Flood  problem. — Three  severe  hurricanes  and  several  other  great 
storms  have  struck  the  area  within  the  past  22  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
an  earthen  dike  with  rock  paving  on  its  top  and  seaward  slope,  where 
necessary,  together  with  necessary  gated  culverts  for  interior  drainage, 
starting  at  high  ground  north  of  the  intersection  for  Compo  Eoad 
South  and  Compo  Beach  Road  and  extending  southerly  along  Grays 
Creek  about  2,250  feet  to  the  vicinity  of  Agawam  Avenue;  thence  east¬ 
ward  along  the  seaward  side  of  Compo  Beach  Road  1,460  feet  to 
Soundview  Drive;  .and  thence  northeasterly  along  the  seaward  side 
of  Soundview  Drive  about  1,510  feet  to  high  ground  at  Hills  Point 
Road. 

Estimated  cost  {I960  price  level) . — 

Federal _ $217,  000 

Non-Federal _  93,  000 

Total _  310,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$8, 300 

$4,900 

3,000 

$13, 200 
3, 000 

8, 300 

7,900 

16, 200 
39, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

T^ocal  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project,  at  costs  pre.sently  estimated  at  $50,000;  ih)  accomplisli 
without  cost  to  the  LTnited  States  all  relocations  and  alterations  of 
buildings  and  utilities  made  necessai’y  by  the  work,  at  costs  ])resently 
estimated  at  $3,000;  (c)  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of  the 
project,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $93,000,  to  consist  of  the  items 
listed  in  subparagraphs  (a)  and  (h)  above  and  a  cash  contribution 
now  estimated  at  $40,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement 
of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules 
as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost 
to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  (d) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  (e)  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  com¬ 
pletion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre.scribed  by  the  Secretaiw  of 
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the  Army;  and  (/)  at  least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  the 
project  will  not  provide  protection  from  surges  in  Long  Island  Sound 
higher  in  elevation  than  that  experienced  during  the  1938  hurricane. 
They  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  town  of  Westport  has  a  population  of  about  21,000. 
There  are  about  20  manufacturing  plants  in  Westport  which  employ 
about  400  people.  This  area  is  largely  a  residential  suburb  of  nearby 
metropolitan  areas.  The  committee  notes  that  local  interests  desire 
tidal  flood  protection ;  however,  for  esthetic  reasons,  they  desire  pro¬ 
tection  to  a  level  no  higher  than  the  maximum  flood  of  record  of  1938. 
The  recommended  improvement  is  amply  justified. 

MYSTIC,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  411,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Mystic  is  located  in  southeastern  Connecticut,  on  both 
banks  of  the  lower  INIystic  Eiver  which  empties  into  Long  Island 
Sound. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  at  Mystic.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  project 
provides  for  a  channel  12  to  15  feet  deep,  extending  3.75  miles  up¬ 
stream  from  the  mouth,  and  an  anchorage  and  turning  basin  9  feet 
deep.  Local  interests  have  constructed  wharves,  docks,  and  repair 
and  service  facilities. 

Flood  prohlem. — Three  severe  hurricanes  have  struck  Mystic  since 
the  beginning  of  1938  causing  damages  of  serious  proportion.  At  1960 
price  levels  total  flood  damages  of  about  $6  million  would  result  from 
a  recurrence  of  these  three  hurricanes  and  two  other  severe  storms 
which  occurred  during  this  period. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  two  earth  fill 
barriers  protected  by  armor  stone  and  riprap  with  crests  16.5  feet 
above  mean  sea  level,  one  about  3,200  feet  long  across  the  harbor 
in  the  vicinity  of  Sixpenny  Island  with  a  75-foot  navigation  open- 
ing,  and  one  about  1,950  feet  long  across  the  inlet  east  of  Mason  Is¬ 
land  with  a  12-foot  small  boat  opening  at  the  causeway  bridge,  to¬ 
gether  with  necessary  gates  and  stoplogs;  a  land  dike  about  450  feet 
long,  with  crest  elevation  16.5  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  on  the  west 
side  of  Mason  Island  with  a  gated  drainage  structure;  and  two  land 
dikes  with  crests  15.5  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  having  a  total  length 
of  about  2,200  feet  on  the  mainland  northeast  of  Mason  Island, 
together  with  necessary  appurtenances. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1960). — 

Federal - $1,490,000 

Xon-Federal -  638,000 


Total 


2. 128,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$57,000 

1,000 

$27, 400 
14, 800 
200 

$84, 400 
15, 800 
200 

Total - - - - - - - - 

58, 000 

42, 400 

100, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

165, 000 
10,000 

175, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. —  (a)  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  (6)  accomplish  all 
relocations  and  alterations  of  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  build¬ 
ings,  utilities,  highways,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the 
construction ;  (c)  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $638,000,  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  in  {a)  and  {h) 
above  and  a  cash  contribution  now  estimated  at  $549,000,  to  be  paid 
either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance 
with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the 
final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values 
have  been  determined;  {d)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  construction  of  the  project;  and  {e)  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion,  except  aids  to  navigation,  in 
acocrdance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — A  recurrence  of  the  maximum  flood  of  record,  which 
occurred  in  1938,  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $3,820,000  under 
1960  conditions.  The  committee  considers  the  project  well  justified, 
and  the  cost  sharing  in  accordance  with  established  policy. 

NAUGATUCK  RIVER,  ANSONIA-DERBT,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  437,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  city  of  Ansonia  and  the  town  of  Derby  are  adjoining 
communities  located  in  southern  Connecticut  on  the  Naugatuck  Eiver 
about  12  miles  above  Long  Island  Sound. 

Authority.- — A  resolution  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  September  14,  1955,  and  similar  resolutions  of 
the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  adopted  June  13,  1956,  and  June  23,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Federal  flood  control  impi’ovements  in  the  basin 
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affecting  Ansonia-Derby  consist  of  seven  reservoirs,  for  flood  control, 
authorized  by  Congress.  (3ne  reservoir,  Thomaston,  is  located  at 
mile  30  on  the  main  stream  and  has  been  in  operation  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  since  September  1960.  None  of  the  other  reservoirs  are  under 
construction. 

Flood  prohlem. — Flooding  of  the  Naugatuck  River  causes  damages 
to  residential,  commerical,  industrial,  and  other  properties  located  in 
Ansonia-Derby  and  creates  health,  safety,  and  economic  problems 
which  adversely  atfect  the  welfare  of  the  cities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improveinent. — Provides  for  approximately 
12,470  linear  feet  of  levee  and  tloodwall,  with  appurtenant  works,  for 
the  protection  of  approximately  232  acres  of  industrial,  commercial, 
and  residential  areas  in  Ansonia-Derby. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1960) . — 

Federal - $.5,  620, 000 

Non-Federal -  380,  OOO 


Total -  C,  000,  000 

Project  economics.- — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$208,900 

0 

0 

$15, 200 
10,700 
2,300 

$224,  lOO 
10,700 
2,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Net  loss  of  productivity _ _ 

Total.  _ 

208,900 

28,  200 

237, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

206,000 

84,000 

Enhanceihent  from  reduction  of  flood  hazard 

Totai _ _ _ 

290,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. —  [a)  Contribute  in  cash  because  of  the  more 
costly  plan  desired  by  local  interests  for  the  River  Street  area,  1.4 
percent  of  the  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $80,000,  to 
be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction  or  in 
installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance 
with^  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
the  final  contribufion  to  be  determined  after  actual  costs  are  known ; 
(6)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including 
changes  to  highway  bridges  and  roads,  railroad  track,  sewers,  and 
other  utilities;  (c)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  {d)  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
lifter  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  (e)  prevent  encroachment  on  the  im¬ 
proved  channels  or  on  the  ponding  areas,  and  if  capacities  are 
impaired,  provide  equivalently  effective  storage  or  pumping  capacity 
without  cost  to  the  Dnited  States.  Local  interests  are  willing  to 
furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  tlie  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  F avorable. 

(Comments  of  the  Bnreau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Re7narks. — The  committee  was  advised  that  the  flood  of  August 
1955  resulted  in  flood  damages  in  the  Ansonia-Derby  area  of  about 
$34  million.  Kecurrence  of  that  flood  under  present  conditions  of 
development  and  after  stage  reductions  by  the  authorized  upstream 
reservoir  system  would  result  in  flood  damages  of  about  $14  million. 
The  local  protection  recommended  for  Ansonia-Derby  would  provide 
flood  protection  for  those  cities  and  is  needed  ancl  justified.  The 
requirements  of  local  cooperation,  including  a  cash  contribution,  are 
equitable  and  in  accordance  with  existing  policy  for  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  projects. 

RONDOUT  CREEK  AND  WALLKILL  RIVER,  N.Y.  AND  N.J. 

( S.  Doc.  113,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Rondout  Creek  drains  1,197  square  miles  in  southern 
New  York  and  northern  New  Jersey  and  empties  into  the  Hudson 
River  near  Kingston,  N.Y.  Its  principal  tributary,  Wallkill  River, 
drains  786  square  miles  and  enters  the  main  stem  just  below  Lefever 
Falls,  7.5  miles  above  the  creek  mouth. 

Authority. — The  report  is  in  partial  response  to  two  resolutions 
of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  September  14,  1955, 
and  November  14, 1955. 

Existing  project. — Clearing  and  snagging  on  Rondout  Creek  at 
Rosendale  and  upstream  locations  was  authorized  in  April  1956  and 
completed  in  April  1957. 

Flood  jn'ohlem. — Floods  atfect  over  23,800  acres  of  rural  land ;  of  the 
250  acres  of  affected  urban  area,  approximately  200  acres  are  located 
in  Rosendale  and  Ellenville.  At  Rosendale,  the  flood  of  October 
1955  was  the  most  severe,  following  by  2  months  the  previous  record 
flood  of  August  1955.  One  drowning  occurred  along  Beer  kill.  Aver¬ 
age  annual  damages  on  Roundout  Creek  are  $247,600 ;  on  Sandburg 
Creek,  $267,400 ;  and  on  Wallkill  River  and  tributaries,  $367,300. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  only  localities  for  which 
protective  works  are  economically  justified  at  this  time  are  Rosendale 
and  Ellenville.  At  Rosendale  improvements  would  be  made  on  Ron¬ 
dout  Creek  primarily  by  channel  excavation,  floodwall  and  levee  con¬ 
struction,  ponding  areas,  a  pump  station,  utility  ancl  road  changes, 
and  drainage  structures.  At  Ellenville  improvements  would  be  made 
on  Beer  kill  and  Fantine  kill  by  the  construction  of  floodwalls,  levees, 
and  channel  improvements  with  appurtenant  ponding  areas,  drainage 
structures,  utility  changes,  and  bridge  replacements  and  alterations; 
and  improvement  of  North  Gully,  by  a  concrete  chute,  bridge  recon¬ 
struction,  upstream  debris  dam,  utility  changes,  and  drainage  struc¬ 
tures. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960). — 

Federal _ $5,111,000 

Non-Federal _  836, 100 


Total _  5,  947, 100 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$193, 700 

0 

0 

$30,200 
24,600 
6, 100 

$223,900 
24,500 
5, 100 

Total _  _ _ 

193,  700 

59,800 

253,500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

311,800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
improvements;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  alterations  of  highways,  highway  bridges,  utility  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities  made  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  protect 
the  channels,  ponding  areas,  and  other  flood-control  works  from  future 
encroachment  or  obstruction  that  would  reduce  their  flood-carrying 
capacity  and  control  development  of  the  fringe  areas  not  protected  by 
the  proposed  improvement  with  a  view  to  preventing  an  undue  in¬ 
crease  in  the  flood-damage  potential ;  and  maintain  and  operate  each 
usable  element  of  the  work  after  completion  of  the  element  and  of  all 
the  works  after  completion  thereof  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  their  willingness  to  cooperate  in  them. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

Remarks. — The  committee  was  advised  that  flood  damages  for  a  re¬ 
currence  of  the  October  1955  flood  under  present  conditions  would 
be  in  excess  of  $3.8  million  at  Ellenville  and  $1.5  million  at  Rosen- 
dale.  The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  improvements  con¬ 
sisting  of  local  flood  protection  projects  at  Rosendale  and  Ellenville, 
N.Y.,  is  needed  and  arnply  justified.  The  local  cooperation  is  equitable 
and  in  accordance  with  existing  policy  for  local  flood  protection 
projects. 
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RARITAN  BAY  AND  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  464,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.— Diile  length  of  shores  of  Raritan  and  Sandy 
Mook  iiays  between  South  Amboy  and  Highlands.  The  westei'n  end 
IS  about  30  miles  southwest  of  midtown  New  York  City. 

Authority.— 2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1930 
pertaining  to  cooperative  beach  erosion  control  investigations:  and 
1  iiblic  Taw  i  1,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  June  15,  1955,  pertaining  to 
hurricane  investigations  of  the  eastern  and  southern  seaboard. 

Existing  project. — None  for  hurricane  or  beach  protection.  Federal 
Government  through  the  Works  Progress  Administration  participated 
in  constrricting  some  protective  works.  Under  authorized  navigation 
Cheesequake  Creek  were  built  in  1882-83  at  a  cost  of 
^  ^  j  breakwater  off  Atlantic  Highlands  was  completed  in 
1940  at  a  cost  of  $562,726,  of  which  local  mterests  contributed  $53,790. 
feince  ^  1929  considerable  protective  work  has  been  accomplished  by 
local  interests  at  a  cost  of  about  $1  million. 

ProhleTYi.  There  is  a  need  for  protection  of  shore  areas  from  erosion 
by  wave  attack  and  from  inundation  from  storm  tides. 

_  Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  (a)  constiaic- 
tion  of  8,800  feet  of  beach  fill  and  1,940  feet  of  tieback  levee  with 
necessar;)^  interior  drainage  facilities  and  road  crossings  in  Madison 
Township;  (h)  constniction  of  4,800  feet  of  beach  fill  in  Matawan 
Township;  (c)  3,000  feet  of  beach  fill  at  Union  Beach;  and  (d)  con¬ 
struction  of  14,150  feet  of  beach  fill,  13,290  feet  of  tieback  levee,  and 
3  rock  groms  to  be  provided  when  required,  together  with  interior 
draina^  facilities  and  road  crossings  at  Keansburg,  and  East  Keans- 
burg.  Provides  for  reimbursement  to  local  interests  of  $57,000  as  the 
b  ederal  share  of  the  costs  incurred  by  them  in  accomplishing  the  beach 
protection  work  at  Keansburg  in  195*7. 

Estimated  cost  {price  lev  el  May  1960)  .— 

NonTedeVaT - - 

Aonreaerai -  1,651,000 

Total -  ^ 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization 

$111,400 

$60,000 
72, 800 

$171,  400 
72,800 

Maintenance  and  operation. 

Total _ 

111,400 

132,800 

244, 200 

360,500 
178, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

Hurricane  protection _ 

538,800 
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llenefit-cofif  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements  and  ri^hts-of-way,  including  borrow  areas  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  ITnited 
States  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  stonn 
drains,  utilities  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construc¬ 
tion;  bear  35.2  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  consisting  of  the  items 
stated  above  and  a  cash  contribution  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  construction  of  pertinent  items,  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  ap¬ 
portionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been 
determined ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works;  maintain  all  the  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  I’egulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny ; 
maintain  dui'ing  the  economic  life  of  the  project  continual  public 
owuership  of  the  nqn-Federal  publicly  owned  shores  and  continual 
availability  for  public  use  of  privately  owned  shore  equivalent  to  that 
upon  which  the  recommended  Federal  participation  is  based;  control 
water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of 
bathers ;  obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  detailed  plans 
and  specifications  for  the  work  contemplated  and  arrangements  for 
its  prosecution,  prior  to  commencement  of  any  work  on  the  recom¬ 
mended  beach-protection  phase  of  the  project  at  Matawan  Township 
and  Borough  of  Union  Beach  or  the  beach  protection  phase  of  the 
project  at  Madison  Township  for  which  Federal  participation  is 
planned,  if  undertaken  separately  from  the  recommended  combined 
improvement;  construct,  concurrently  with  the  recommended  beach 
fill,  suitable  parking  fields  and  bathhouses  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  hurricane  im¬ 
provements  will  not  provide  substantial  protection  from  bay  surges 
higher  in  elevation  than  that  of  hurricane  “Donna,”  September  12, 
1960.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  F ederal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare ;  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey ;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  continuing  erosion  of  the  px’o- 
lective  and  recreational  beaches  has  exposed  public  and  private  prop¬ 
erty  to  damage  and  reduced  the  width  of  beaches  to  the  extent  that 
their  recreational  use  is  seriously  impaired.  In  addition,  it  notes  that 
the  shore  is  subject  to  serious  flooding  resulting  from  hurricane-in¬ 
duced  tides.  The  committee  notes  that  a  combined  hurricane  flood 
protection  and  beach  erosion  control  plan  is  urgently  needed  and  is 
amply  justified.  ^  The  cost  sharing  for  each  purpose  is  in  accordance 
with  existing  policy  for  projects  of  this  nature. 
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LACKAWANNA  RIVER,  PA. 
(S.  Doc.  141,  S7th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  Lackawanna  Eiver  drains  346  square  miles,  mostly 
in  Lackawanna  County,  northeastern  Pennsylvania.  The  valley  has 
a  total  length  of  44  miles  and  mountains  rise  to  1,200  feet  above  the 
alluvial  flood  plain. 

Authority . — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
September  14,  1955. 

Existing  'project. — The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  constructing  Still¬ 
water  Reservoir,  above  Forest  City,  and  has  performed  channel  clear- 
mg  and  emergency  restoration  and  rehabilitation  at  several  localities. 
The  Comnionwealth  of  Pennsylvania  improved  the  channels  of  Lacka¬ 
wanna  River  and  several  of  its  tributaries  at  numerous  locations  and 
has  planned  other  improvements. 

Flood  problems. — The  2,900  acres  of  valley  area  is  subject  to  fre¬ 
quent  and  severe  flooding.  More  than  50  percent  of  the  flooded  area 
is  urban.  The  1942  flood  was  the  largest  of  record  at  Scranton  and 
caused  over  $5  million  damage  in  the  basin.  The  1955  flood  was  very 
large  on  the  tributary  streams  and  caused  $13  millilon  on  the  tribu¬ 
taries  and  $2.9  million  along  the  river.  With  Stillwater  Reservoir, 
ai'erage  annual  damages  along  the  river  are  estimated  at  $791,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  Fall  Brook 
and_  Ayleworth  Creek  Reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  the  local-pro¬ 
tection  works  on  Lackawanna  River,  at  Scranton,  consisting  of  channel 
improvement,  levees,  walls,  pump  stations,  and  other  related  work. 

E shmnted  cost  (  J anuary  1959  price  level) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$3,  596,  000 
1,  591,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


5, 187,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$132, 500 
12,000 

$144,000 

25,300 

11,400 

$276,  500 
37, 300 
11,400 

Maintenance  and  oneration _ 

Loss  oi  productivity. . — .  . 

Total _ 

144, 500 

180, 700 

325, 200 
557, 000 

Annual  benefits;  Flood  damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7  for  the  overall  plan. 

Local  cooperation. — Channel  improvements:  {a)  Provide  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way;  ifb)  provide  all  necessary  alterations  of 
utilities;  (c)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  (d) 
maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works;  and  (e)  protect  the  chan¬ 
nels  from  future  encroachments. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agervcies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. —  No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  construction  of 
Fall  Brook  and  Ayleworth  Creek  Keservoirs  for  flood  control  and  the 
local  protection  works  at  Scranton  are  amply  justified  by  the  preven¬ 
tion  of  flood  damages. 

JUNIATA  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  PENNSTLVANIA 
(H.  Doc.  565,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Juniata  River  is  located  in  south-central  Pennsylvania, 
and  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  the  Frankstown  Branch  and  Little 
Juniata  River.  Meandering  102  miles  easterly,  the  Juniata  River 
joins  the  Susquehanna  River  about  84  miles  above  Chesapeake  Bay. 
Raystown  Branch  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Juniata  River. 

Authority. — This  report  is  in  full  response  to  authority  provided 
in  section  11  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944, 
and  in  section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  September  3, 
1954. _ 

Existing  'project. — The  only  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
Juniata  River  Basin  is  one  for  local  protection  at  Tyrone,  Pa.,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944.  It  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  construction  of  a  levee,  floodwalls,  improved  channels, 
pressure  conduits,  and  pertinent  works,  at  an  estimated  cost  to  the 
United  States,  revised  in  1960,  of  $9,400,000.  Local  cooperation  has 
not  been  furnished  and  no  work  has  been  performed. 

Flood  problem. — The  area  subject  to  floods  by  the  Juniata  River 
extends  throughout  the  entire  length  of  the  basin  and  is  both  urban 
and  rural.  Towns  and  villages  affected  are  Williamsburg,  Tyrone, 
Huntingdon,  Smithfield  Township,  Bedford,  Everett,  Mount  Union, 
Lewiston,  Mifflin,  and  Newport.  In  the  basin  are  farms  and  resi¬ 
dences,  business  and  commercial  establishments,  public  utilities,  rail¬ 
roads,  and  highways,  all  of  which  are  subject  to  floods.  The  greatest 
losses  were  caused  by  the  March  1936  flood.  Floods  have  caused  dam¬ 
ages  in  excess  of  $14  million  from  1936  to  the  present  based  on  dam¬ 
age  estimates  made  after  each  flood  and  on  prices  then  current. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  most  suitable  plan  of 
improvement  to  serve  the  water  resource  needs  of  the  basin  would 
consist  of  a  multiple-purpose  reservoir  on  the  Raystown  Branch  to 
provide  for  flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  recreation,  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  low-flow  augmentation  for  water  quality  improvement. 
The  recommended  plan  consists  of  a  dam  of  earthfill  construction 
with  a  maximum  height  of  225  feet  above  the  stream  bed  and  a  length 
of  about  1,770  feet;  a  spillway  controlled  by  gates,  located  in  a  saddle 
of  a  ridge  near  the  damsite;  a  powerhouse  located  downstream  from 
the  dam  three  tunnels  through  the  ridge  to  supply  the  turbines ;  a 
reregulating  dam,  located  at  river  mile  0.5,  provided  to  reduce  fluctua- 
tipR  of  discharges  from  the  peaking  power  operation;  preservation 
of  the  sites  against  incompatible  development;  and  provided  that  in- 
stallation  of  the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made  until 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report  to  the 
secretary  of  the  Army  for  approval  of  the  President. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1960) . — 


Federal _ ^$77,361,000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total _  ^77,361,000 

1  $32,150,000  without  provision  for  powers — .see  remarks. 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges :  Federal 

Interest  and  amortization _ $3,  008,  000 

Economic  cost  of  land _  62,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement -  600,  000 

Taxes  foregone -  1, 100, 000 


Total _  4,  770,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Power _  4, 189,  000 

Recreation _  1, 104,  000 

Flood  control _  576,  000 

Fishery _  84,  000 

Water  quality _  70,  000 


Total _  6,  023,  000 


Benefit-Gost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^Advises  that  there  would 
be  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress,  subject  to 
consideration  of  the  following:  That  it  would  be  preferable  for  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  power-generating  facilities  to  await  completion  and 
consideration  by  Congress  of  the  reexamination  report  proposed  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  normal  preauthorization  procedures; 
that  if  power-generating  facilities  should  be  conditionally  authorized 
at  this  time,  the  reexamination  report  to  be  prepared  for  submission  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  by  the  President  should  take 
full  cognizance  of  the  plans  of  the  investor-owned  public  utilities  in 
the  area,  and  contain  information  in  sufficient  detail  to  demonstrate 
that  inclusion  of  hydroelectric  power  facilities  in  the  project  is  finan¬ 
cially  feasible  in  the  light  of  pertinent  reimbursement  and  repayment 
policies  in  elfect  at  the  time;  that  the  Congress  should  be  furnished 
with  more  detailed  data  relative  to  a  project  without  power  but  with 
provisions  for  future  installation  at  the  time  the  project  is  being  con¬ 
sidered  for  authorization;  and  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
wish  to  consider  deferring  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress  pend¬ 
ing  completion  of  the  comprehensive  survey  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
now  being  undertaken  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  flood  control  improvements 
are  urgently  needed  in  the  Jimiata  River  Basin  and  that  the  recom¬ 
mended  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  the  Raystown  Branch 
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will  substantially  reduce  flood  heights  along  the  Juniata  liiver  below 
the  dam  and  along  the  lower  Susquehanna  Uiver.  In  addition,  it 
notes  that  the  reservoir  created  by  the  dam  -will  meet  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  growing  demand  in  the  area  for  public  outdoor  water- 
associated  recreation.  In  view  of  the  considerable  opposition  to  in¬ 
clusion  of  power  as  a  feature  of  the  Raystown  project,  the  committee 
recommended  the  project  with  jiower  features  be  eliminated  with  the 
exception  of  those  provided  for  in  section  203.  It  notes  that  a  project 
without  power  will  fully  serve  the  remaining  purposes  and  is  econom¬ 
ically  justified.  The  committee  recommends  that  if  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  deems  it  desirable,  he  may  submit  a  reeaxamination  report 
on  the  power-generating  features  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration. 
The  Federal  cost  of  a  project  wdth  the  power  features  eliminated  is 
$32,150,000. 

DELAWAUE  Rl\'ER  RASIN,  N.Y.,  N.J.,  PA.,  AND  DEE. 

(H.  Doc.  522,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Delaware  River  drains  a  relatively  long  narrow  area 
in  the  northeastern  ITnited  States.  The  area  extends  approximately 
265  miles  southward  from  the  western  slopes  of  the  Catskill  Mountains 
in  New  York  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  at  the  mouth  of  Delaware  Bay 
between  Cape  May  in  New  Jersey  and  Cape  Henlopen  in  Delaware. 
The  basin  boundary  encompasses  2,362  square  miles  in  southeastern 
New  York,  6,422  square  miles  in  eastern  Pennsylvania,  2,969  square 
miles  in  western  New  Jersey,  1,004  square  miles  in  Delaware,  8  square 
miles  in  the  northeastern  corner  of  Maryland,  and  782  square  miles 
of  water  surface  in  Dela^vare  Bay. 

AuthoHty. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  September  14,  1955,  and  other  resolutions. 

Existing  project. — Federal  improvements  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
consist  of  the  Prompton  and  Edgar  Jadwin  Reservoirs  in  the  Lacka- 
waxen  River  Basin,  the  Bear  Creek  Reservoir  on  Lehigh  River,  and 
local  protection  works  at  Allentown  and  Bethlehem,  Pa.  SCS  pro¬ 
grams  are  underway  on  4  watersheds  and  planned  for  16  other  water¬ 
sheds.  Authorizeci  Federal  navigation  projects  for  the  Delaware 
River  provide  for  a  channel  40  feet  deep  from  the  sea  for  126.3  miles 
to  Newbold  Island,  thence  35  feet  deep  for  about  5%  miles  to  Trenton, 
thence  12  feet  deep  for  about  1^  miles  to  the  head  of  navigation. 
Appurtenant  facilities  and  numerous  tributary  channels  on  both  sides 
of  Delaware  River  and  Bay  also  are  provided  under  the  existing 
pi’oject. 

Flood  problems. floods  in  the  Delaware  River  Basin  are 
usually  associated  with  severe  storms  resulting  in  widespread  heavy 
precipitation  and  often  accompany  hurricanes.  The  area  of  major 
flood  damages  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Delaware  River  lies  along 
the  95-mile  reach  from  Delaware  Water  Gap,  Pa.,  to  Burlington,  N.J. 
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Damage  centers  at  Honesclale  and  Hawley  in  the  Lackawaxen  Basin 
are  now  afforded  protection  by  reservoirs  and  local  protection  works. 
In  the  Lehigh  Eiver  Basin  the  Bear  Creek  Eeservoir  and  local  pro¬ 
tection  works  provide  protection  for  damage  centers  at  Weissport, 
Allentown,  and  Bethlehem  but  areas  elsewhere  in  the  basin  are  subject 
to  recurring  flood  damages.  In  Bie  Schuylkill  Basin  major  floods 
occur  along  the  75  miles  of  the  main  stem  of  the  Schuylkill  Eiver. 

RecornTnended  plan  of  imp'f'ovement. — The  plan  of  improvements 
consists  of  11  major  control  projects  to  be  constructed  prior  to  the  year 
2010;  8  major  control  projects  to  be  developed  for  recreation  prior 
to  2010,  with  water  supply  to  be  added  subsequently;  and  30  small 
control  projects  to  be  developed  under  continuing  authorizations,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  desires  of  local  interests.  Of  the  11  major  control  projects 
to  be  constructed  prior  to  2010,  all  would  provide  for  water  supply 
and  recreation,  8  would  provide  for  flood  control  storage,  and  2  for 
generation  of  hydroelectric  power.  Eecreation  })otentials  at  the  11 
major  projects  projiosed  for  early  development  were  appraised  both 
for  that  directly  related  to  the  basic  water  control  project  and  for  tliat 
indirectly  related  to  the  basic  Avater  control  project  and  its  directly 
related  recreation  potentials.  Cost  allocations  AA  ere  based  on  the  basic 
project  Avithout  consideration  of  the  indirect  A^alues  except  in  the  case 
of  the  Tocks  Island  project  where  it  was  found  that  the  Avidespread 
regional  and  national  significance  of  the  recreation  opportunities  AAnr- 
I’anted  the  apportionment  of  all  specific  and  allocated  recreation  costs 
to  Federal  costs  Also,  it  Avas  found  that  at  the  Tocks  Island  project 
the  development  of  pumped  storage  hydroelectric  facilities  Avould 
probably  be  feasible  as  either  a  Federal  or  non-Federal  Annture.  Hoaa"- 
eAnr,  because  of  difficulties  in  firmly  assessing  production  costs  and 
poAA'er  values,  authority  for  construction  of  the  pumped  storage  fea¬ 
tures  Avas  not  recommended.  The  recommended  plan  would  reduce 
aAnrage  annual  flood  damages  about  43  percent  along  the  principal 
Avatei-Avays  and  about  33  percent  in  the  upstream  areas.  The  plan,  also, 
Avould  meet  streamflow  requirements  for  the  basin  to  year  2010,  in¬ 
cluding  authorized  diversions. 

First  costs  and  annvual  operation^  maintenance^  and  repiacement. — 
The  first  cost  of  the  long-range  plan  of  deA’elopment  of  the  Avater 
resources  of  the  DelaAvare  EiA^er  Basin  consisting  of  a  58-reservoir 
system,  is  estimated  at  $591  million  of  Avhich  the  initial  and  ultimate 
Federal  costs  are  estimated  at  $232  million  and  $143  millio]L  respec¬ 
tively.  The  plan  of  deA’elopment  provides  for  Federal  construction 
of  six  I'esei’voirs  and  modification  of  tAvo  authorized  projects,  AA'hich 
are  included  in  the  comprehensive  plan,  at  initial  and  ultimate  Federal 
costs  estimated  at  $224  million,  and  $135  million,  respectively.  The 
fqlloAving  table  lists  the  projects  in  the  comprehensiA^e  plan,  together 
Avith  estimated  Federal  and  non-Federal  costs  of  construction  and 
annual  maintenance. 
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Comprehensive  plan  of  development,  Delaware  River  Basin 

MAJOR  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

[Costs  In  thousands  of  dollars.  Totals  may  not  agree  with  sums  due  to  roundingj 


Project 

Purpose 

Costs 

Construction 

Annual  operations,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacements 

Federal 

Non- 
Federal  > 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 
Federal  > 

Total 

0 

42,000 

42,000 

291 

291 

(>) 

15,300 

15,300 

190 

190 

18,000 

18,000 

302 

302 

75, 300 

75, 300 

783 

783 

Prompton *  * _ 

(') 

470 

4,500 

4, 970 

30 

54 

84 

Tocks  Island _ 

(*) 

93,500 

28,  500 

122,000 

1, 872 

98 

1, 970 

Bear  Creek  * _ 

(») 

4,290 

9, 110 

13,400 

56 

64 

120 

Beltzville.. _ _ 

(') 

6,260 

7,540 

13,800 

60 

48 

108 

Aquashioola. _ _ 

(') 

8,600 

10, 400 

19,000 

41 

44 

85 

Trexier _ _ — . 

w 

4,330 

5,  770 

10, 100 

57 

47 

104 

Maiden  Creek _ 

m 

9,800 

17,800 

27,600 

83 

55 

138 

Blue  Marsh _ 

h 

7,090 

5,410 

12,500 

73 

38 

111 

Subtotal _ 

— 

134, 900 

89, 100 

224,000 

2,260 

450 

2,710 

Total.. . . . . 

134, 900 

164, 400 

299, 300 

2,260 

1,240 

3,500 

MAJOR  PROJECTS  TO  BE  DEVELOPED  IN  2  STAGES  ' 


Paulina.  .  _ _ _ 

(’) 

P) 

« 

h 

23, 100 
16,  300 
28,000 
29,600 
21,800 
46,400 
18,  700 
23, 800 

23, 100 
16,300 
28,000 
29,600 
21,  800 
46,  400 
18,700 
23,800 

221 

115 

563 

332 

276 

415 

332 

345 

221 

115 

553 

332 

276 

415 

332 

345 

Pequest . . 

Hackettstown. . 

New  Hampton . .  . 

Tohickon  ...  ...  .  ... 

Newton . . . . 

French  Creek . . . 

Evansburg  . .  ... 

Total-- . . . 

208,  000 

208, 000 

2,590 

2,590 

fSMALL  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Parkside.  _ _ 

(») 

C) 

(») 

(10) 

Swiftwater  . . 

Jim  Thorpe  . . 

36  small  projects  -  . . 

Total . . . 

Total  plan . . 

Total  plan  " _ 

1,000 

0  21 

1,020 

0.3 

0.3 

1,  030 

0  47 

1,080 

.3 

.3 

445 

0  24 

469 

.3 

.3 

6, 270 

782 

7,060 

11.0 

11.0 

8,  750 

874 

9,  630 

12.0 

12.0 

143,000 

374,  000 

517, 000 

2,260 

3,840 

6,100 

203, 000 

388, 000 

591,  000 

6,  940 

4, 360 

10,300 

*  Excludes  costs  and  benefits  for  indirectly  related  recreation  except  at  Tocks  Island. 

2  Water  supply,  recreation,  and  power. 

3  Water  supply  and  recreation. 

*  Costs  and  benefits  for  adding  water  supply  and  recreation  to  existing  flood  control  project. 

®  Water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  flood  control. 

®  Water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wiidlife,  flood  control,  and  conventional  power. 

^  Operations,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  are  for  initial  stage  only. 

*  Flood  control  and  recreation. 

®  Excludes  nominal  amount  for  optional  recreation  facilities. 

Flood  control. 

o  Includes  pumped-storage  hydro  at  Tocks  Island  and  indirect  recreation  in  other  18  major  projects. 
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Project  economics. — 

Costs  and  benefits  in  thousands  of  dollars 


[Totals  may  not  agree  with  sums  due  to  rounding] 


Project 

Annual 
economic 
cost  1 

Annual  benefits 

Benefit- 

to-cost 

ratio 

Esti¬ 
mated 
date  of 
need 

Flood 

control 

Directly 

related 

recreation 

Power 

W  ater 
supply 

Total  1 

MAJOR  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

Hawk  Mountain _ 

Newark _ 

Christiana _ 

2,760 

998 

1,260 

349 

7,700 

714 

683 

876 

553 

1,390 

643 

291 

876 

1,730 

130 

10,000 

161 

174 

159 

281 

424 

217 

755 

2, 180 
794 
639 
307 
3,800 
1,300 
669 
485 
464 
833 
531 

3,220 
1,670 
2,370 
437 
17, 100 

1, 461 
1,130 
936 
858 
1,501 

1, 050 

1.2 

1.7 

1.9 

1.3 

2.2 

2.1 

1.7 

1. 1 
1.6 
1.1 
1.6 

2001 

1975 

1980 

1974 

1975 
1989 
1965 

1981 
1972 

1982 
1969 

Prompton  3 . . 

Tocks  Island _ 

Bear  Creek  > . . 

BeltzviUe _ 

Aquashicola _ 

Trexler _ 

Maiden  Creek _ 

Blue  Marsh _ 

295 

1,460 

1,060 

286 

293 

114 

244 

302 

1,820 

MAJOR  PROJECTS  TO  BE  DEVELOPED  IN  2  STAGES  3 


Paulina _ 

Pequest _ 

Hackettstown., 
New  Hampton 

Tohickon _ 

Newton _ 

French  Creek.. 
Evansburg _ 


766 

960 

900 

1.3 

350 

499 

499 

1  4 

1,420 

2,400 

2, 400 

1  7 

1,040 

1,440 

1,440 

1  4 

898 

1,200 

i,  200 

1  3 

1,970 

1,800 

1, 800 

.9 

876 

1,440 

1, 440 

1  6 

1,170 

1,500 

1,500 

1  3 

SMALL  CONTROL  PROJECTS! 


Parkside. . 

Swiftwater _ 

Jim  Thorpe _ 

36  small  projects. 


37 

42 

42 

1.  1 

39 

71 

71 

1.8 

17 

18 

18 

1.03 

267 

457 

457 

1.7 

'  Excludes  costs  and  benefits  tor  indirectly  related  recreation  except  at  Tocks  Island.  Co.sts  and  benefits 
for  Tocks  Island  include  $3,476,000  and  $6,341,000,  respectively,  for  indirectly  related  recreation. 

3  Costs  ancl  benefits  for  adding  water  supply  and  recreation  to  existing  flood  control  projects. 

3  Site  acquisition  for  recreation  immediately  and  development  for  water  supply  as  needed. 

!  To  be  accomplished  under  existing  authorities  and  continuing  programs. 


Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  give  assurances 
that  they  will — 

(1)  Make  demands  for  the  use  of  water  storage  within  a  period 
which  will  permit  paying  out  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply 
within  the  life  of  the  project;  such  costs  to  be  determined  by  applying 
the  percentages  given  in  the  report  to  actual  costs  for  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replacement.  These  water  supply 
costs  are  presently  estimated  at  $89,100,000  for  construction  and 
$450,000  annually  for  maintenance,  operation,  and  major 
replacements ; 

(2)  Prevent  encroachment  on  the  stream  channels  downstream  from 
the  reservoirs  to  the  extent  needed  to  provide  reasonably  efficient  reser¬ 
voir  operation ; 

(3)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  water  rights 
claims  resulting  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  reservoirs ;  and 
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(4)  Agree  to  undertake  establishment  and  prosecution  of  programs 
for  the  acquisition  of  lands,  and  to  develop  facilities  as  needed  for  the 
recreation  developments  assigned  to  them. 

Comments  of  States^  municipalities,  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  New  York:  No  objections  to  approval  of  eight  major 
projects  in  which  the  Federal  Government  would  participate  hut 
reserved  any  statement  relative  to  the  remainder  of  the  plan  until 
the  basin  commission  has  considered  the  plan. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Approved  the  eight  major  projects  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  would  participate  hut  preferred 
to  refrain  from  comment  on  the  remainder  of  the  plan  until  the 
basin  commission  has  considered  the  plan. 

State  of  Delaware:  Objected  to  grouping  of  counties  by  sub- 
regions  as  used  in  the  report ;  cited  the  urgent  need  for  additional 
pollution  investigations  and  water  quality  recovery  research :  con¬ 
tended  that  the  report  placed  primary  emphasis  U])on  surface  wa¬ 
ters  and  relegated  Delaware’s  water  problems  to  a  localized  minor 
role;  from  a  comparison  of  potentials,  concluded  that  the  two 
proposed  reservoirs  in  Delaware  and  the  Tocks  Island  Reservoir 
would  be  equally  of  national  significance  with  regard  to  recrea¬ 
tion;  expressed  the  feeling  that  the  flood  damages  in  DelaAvare 
were  not  giA’-en  sufficient  coverage ;  questioned  the  estimates  of 
future  irrigatable  land  in  Delaware  as  used  in  the  report:  objected 
to  the  report’s  failure  to  include  in  the  plan  of  dcA^elopment  the 
alternate  sources  of  water  to  meet  Delaware’s  needs;  questioned 
the  treatment  of  the  Avater  supply  potentials  of  the  proposed 
Brandywine  development  as  planned  by  the  Commonwealth  pf 
Pennsylvania;  and  pointed  out  the  continuing  need  for  informa- 
119^  on  water  uses  and  the  need  to  keep  the  planning  report  a 
“living  document.” 

Commonwealth  of  PennsyDnania :  Urged  that  attention  and  ur¬ 
gency  l>e  given  to  the  construction  of  small  reseiwoirs  under  Pub¬ 
lic  LaAv  566  and  Public  LaAA'  685;  expressed  the  A’iew  that  Ioav 
floAv  augmentation  will  be  needed  to  insure  reasonable  Avater 
quality  in  tlie  DelaAvare  Basin;  stated  that  the  proposed  HaAvk 
Mountain  project  Avould  adversely  alTect  trout  and  bass  fisher¬ 
ies  in  that  area;  requested  that  consideration  be  giA'en  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  Avorkable  fish  passing  facilities  in  the  proposed  dams; 
and,  except  as  noted,  gaA^e  general  approval  to  the  proposed  plan. 

City  of  Philadelphia:  Expressed  concern  OA-er  the  treatment 
in  the  report  of  water  quality  and  quantity;  objected  to  lack  of 
data  on  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  plan  to  the  city  of  Phila¬ 
delphia;  requested  evidence  that  the  costs  and  benefits  would  be 
shai’ed  equitably  by  all  parties;  and  pointed  out  that  the  city  did 
not  participate  directlj^  in  Avriting  the  report. 

City  of  New  York:  Generally  faAmrable  with  comments  to 
clarify  the  influence,  on  the  plan,  of  Ncav  York  City’s  existing 
DelaAA’are  operations.  ' 

_  Department  of  Commerce :  Pointed  out  the  inadequacy  of  exist¬ 
ing  control  and  map  information  for  the  area ;  agreed  with  esti¬ 
mates  of  highAA’ay  relocation  costs  with  one  major  exception  and 
suggested  coordination  with  State  highway  officials:  found  that 
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Commerce  could  not  concur  in  proposal  for  advance  acquisition 
to  preserve  reservoir  sites  unless  financing  of  the  relocation  of 
,  alfected  highways  is  included  in  the  proposal;  and  noted  that 
the  efiects  of  the  projects  on  highway  transportation  costs  had 
not  l>een  included  in  the  economic  analyses. 

Department  of  Labor :  Acknowledged  receipt  of  report  and  of¬ 
fered  no  comment. 

Department  of  Interior:  Concurred  generally  in  the  proposed 
plan  and  the  request  for  authorization  to  construct  six  major 
control  })rojects  and  modify  two  existing  Federal  projects;  as¬ 
sumed  plan  will  be  subject  to  continuing  study,  review,  and  modi¬ 
fication  as  warranted;  concurred  in  finding  of  national  signifi¬ 
cance  of  Tqcks  Island  recreation  and  full  Federal  funding;  pro¬ 
posed  modification  of  report  to  provide  authority  for  corps  to 
actiuire  land  for  conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  ;  concurred  in  proposal  for  advance  acquisition  of  sites ;  agreed 
that  proposed  Tocks  Island  project  be  recommended  for  authori¬ 
zation  and  that  further  study  be  undertaken  before  conclusions 
regarding  adjacent  pumped  storage  potentials;  requested  further 
study  of  mineral  activities  at  certain  project  sites;  and  agreed 
generally  with  the  substance  and  recommendations  of  the  report 
except  as  noted  above. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Noted  that  the  report  points  out 
the  need  for  programs  concerned  with  the  use  and  treatment  of 
land  and  cover  and  advised  that  such  programs  are  now  under¬ 
way  in  the  basin  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  pointed  out 
that  the  small  control  projects  were  appraised  only  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  expressed  the  belief  that  additional  small  control  proj¬ 
ect  would  be  found  economically  feasible  if  appraised  for  multiple 
purposes;  and  requested  that  the  report  recommend  Federal  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  power  potential,  including  pumped  storage, 
fouiul  economically  feasible  with  provisions  requiring  preference 
to  pubic  bodies  and  cooperatives  in  the  dispositions  of  the  powers. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Noted  that  the 
report  contains  no  discussion  of  possible  pollution  control  bene¬ 
fits;  repeated  H.S.P.H.lS.  recommendations  regarding  programs 
for  water  quality  management  and  data  collection;  and  recom¬ 
mended  adoption  of  the  vector  control  program  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  comprehensive  plan. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Eeviewed  the  findings  of  the  re- 
])qrt  with  respect  to  power  and  concluded  that  the  proposed  plan 
will  serve  as  a  useful  guide  for  continuing  studies  of  efficient  utili¬ 
zation  of  the  water  resources  of  the  basin. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  report  to  Congress.  However,  considers  that  in  view  of  recent  legis¬ 
lation  approving  the  Delaware  compact  and  creating  the  Delaware 
River  Basm  Commission,  the  formal  adoption  by  Congress  of  the 
recommended  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Delaware  River  Basin  is 
unnecessary  but  believes  the  eight  projects  recommended  for  construc¬ 
tion  should  be  authorized.  Also,  in  connection  with  the  complete 
development  of  the  recreation  potentials  of  the  Tocks  Island  project, 
wholly  at  Federal  expense,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
finds  that  such  development  would  be  appropriate  and  in  accord  with 
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the  program  of  the  President,  provided  suitable  entrance,  admission, 
and  other  user  fees  are  established. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  disastrous  flooding  in  1955 
and  Supreme  Court  authorizations  for  diversion  of  900  million  gallons 
of  water  per  day  for  water  supply  focused  attention  on  the  need  for 
comprehensive  planning  for  the  control  and  use  of  the  basin’s  water 
resources.  It  notes  that  the  recommended  projects  are  needed  to 
reduce  flood  heights  on  the  Delaware  River  and  its  tributaries  and  to 
jmovide  supplemental  water  for  domestic  and  industrial  water  supply. 
In  addition,  it  notes  that  reservoirs  created  by  the  dams  will  meet  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  gi'owing  demand  in  the  area  for  public  out¬ 
door  water- associated  recreation.  The  committee  notes  that  the  proj¬ 
ects  are  amply  justified  and  recommends  adoption  at  this  time. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  had  indicated  that  the  total  cost  of  the 
recommended  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  would  be  about  $224  million.  Included  in  this  $224  mil¬ 
lion  is  about  $31,600,000  which  would  be  used  for  the  acquisition  of 
additional  lands  for  a  proposed  national  recreational  area.  The  net 
Federal  cost  would  be  $192,400,000.  Since  there  is  other  legislation 
pending  before  the  Congress  which  deals  with  the  matter  of  recreation 
in  the  Tocks  Island  Reservoir  area  in  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania,  it 
was  felt  that  the  authorization  for  this  particular  aspect  of  the  project 
should  be  deferred  until  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  plan  for 
overall  recreational  development. 

The  committee  in  approving  the  comprehensive  plan  of  develop¬ 
ment  for  the  Delaware  River  Basin  desires  to  make  it  clear  that  no 
judgment  was  reached  by  the  committee  on  Federal  participation  in 
the  three  projects — Hawks  Mountain,  Newark,  and  Christiana.  This 
question  of  Federal  participation  in  these  three  projects  is  open  for 
further  study. 

NORTH  BRANCH,  POTOMAC  RI\T:R,  MARYLAND  AND  WEST  \TRGINIA 

(H.  Doc.  469,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  North  Branch  of  Potomac  River  rises  near  the 
western  boundary  of  Maryland,  flows  generally  northeast  between 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  and  joins  the  South  Branch  about  20 
miles  below  Cumberland,  Md.,  to  form  the  Potomac  River.  It  drains 
1,328  square  miles  of  predominantly  mountainous  terrain  with  ele¬ 
vations  ranging  from  4,860  to  600  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 

Authority. — In  full  response  to  House  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  July  29,  1955,  and  in  partial  response  to  resolu¬ 
tions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  September  14, 
1955,  January  26,  1956,  and  Jidy  6,  1959,  as  amended  April  27,  1960, 
and  to  resolution.  House  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  Aiiijust  16, 
1950. 

Existing  project. — A  local  flood-protection  project  for  Cumber¬ 
land,  Md.,  and  Ridgeley,  W.  Va.,  completed  in  May  1959,  provides 
for_  channel  improvements,  floodwalls  and  levees,  interior  drainage 
facilities,  and  an  industrial  dam.  The  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  new  work  was  $15,600,000,  exclusive  of  $1,400,000  con¬ 
tributed  by  local  interests  and  $50,000  from  emergency  relief  funds. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  171 


Additional  items  such  as  bridges,  streets,  and  rights-of-way  increased 
the  total  cost  to  local  interests  to  $2,900,000.  In  1939,  the  Works 
Progress  Administration,  under  sponsorship  of  the  Upper  Potomac 
River  Commission,  initiated  construction  of  an  earth  and  rockfill 
dam  on  Savage  River  about  4.5  miles  above  its  junction  with  the 
North  Branch.  Work  was  suspended  in  1942  because  of  World  War 
II,  and  resumed  in  1949  under  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
The  project  was  completed  in  January  1952  and  transferred  to  the 
Upper  Potomac  River  Commission  on  July  1,  1953  for  operation 
and  maintenance.  The  total  cost  was  $6,237,000,  of  which  $1,142,- 
000  was  contributed  by  local  interests.  The  reservoir  capacity  of 
20,000  acre-feet  permits  regulation  of  stream  flow  for  industrial  and 
domestic  water  supply  and  pollution  abatement  and  provides  some 
incidental  flood  control. 

Flood  'prohlem. — Six  damaging  floods  have  occurred  in  the  past 
23  years.  Over  11,000  acres  of  valley  land  along  the  North  Branch 
and  its  tributaries  have  been  subjected  to  frequent  and  severe  floods. 
Urban  areas  have  been  flooded  to  depths  of  10  feet.  The  largest 
flood  above  Cumberland  in  recent  years  occurred  in  March  1924  and 
caused  the  loss  of  five  lives.  Recurrence  of  that  flood  with  p  re-sent 
stage  of  development  and  with  Savage  River  Reservoir  in  operation 
would  cause  damages  of  $5,200,000.  Average  annual  flood  damages 
under  present  conditions  are  $891,800. 

Recom/niended  'plan  of  improve'tnent. — Pi’ovides  for  construction 
on  the  North  Branch  of  Potomac  River,  Md.  and  W.  Va.,  of  a  dam  and 
reservoir  in  the  vicinity  of  Bloomington,  Md.,  for  flood  control,  water 
supply,  water  quality  control,  and  recreation,  generally  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  of  the  district  engineer.  The  dam  would  be  a  con¬ 
crete  gravity  structure  with  an  earthfill  embankment  on  the  right 
abutment,  approximately  1,930  feet  long,  with  a  maximum  height 
of  about  287  feet  above  the  streambed.  The  dam  would  contain  a 
gated  spillway  controlled  by  three  tainter  gates. 

E stimated  cost  ( price  level  of  J aniuiry  1961 ) . — 

Federal - $.50,  {10.5,  000 

Non-Pederal _  (i) 


Total -  50,  965,  000 

$16,935,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$1, 288, 000 
145, 000 
7,500 

$690, 800 
55, 000 
6,000 

$1, 978, 800 
200,000 
13,500 

Maintenance,  operation  and  major  replacements _ 

Economic  cost  of  land _ _ 

Total _  _ 

1, 440, 500 

751, 800 

2. 192. 300 

585, 300 

1. 283. 300 
1,  593, 400 

120,700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Water  supply _ _ _ 

Water  quality _ _ _  . 

Recreation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

3, 582,  700 
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Henefit-costratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation . — The  requirenients  of  local  cooperation  consist 
princii)ally  of  the  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  low-flow  augmenta¬ 
tion.  Local  interests  must  agree  to  pay  all  the  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  amounting  to  33.2  percent  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  and  presently  estimated  at  $16,935,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  commencement  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior 
to  commencement  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construc¬ 
tion  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  or  as  an  alterna¬ 
tive,  contract  with  the  United  States  to  repay,  within  a  period  of  50 
years,  a  portion  of  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  on  the  basis  of 
initial  requirements,  amounting  to  5.8  percent  of  the  construction  cost 
and  presently  estimated  at  $2,943,000,  plus  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion  on  this  amount,  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  and  with  pay¬ 
ments  to  begin  when  storage  is  first  available  for  water  supply;  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
repay  the  remaining  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  on  the  basis  of 
future  i-equirements,  amounting  to  2T.4  percent  of  the  construction 
cost,  presently  estimated  at  $13,992,000,  plus  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion  on  this  amount  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance,  beginning  10 
years  after  storage  is  first  available  for  water  supply  and  with  fi^nal 
payment  to  be  made  50  years  thereafter,  except  that  no  interest  will 
be  charged  thereon  for  the  first  10  years  after  storage  is  first  available 
for  water  supply ;  contract  with  the  United  States  to  pay  the  operation 
and  maintenance  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  presently  estimated 
at  $47,000  annually,  beginning  when  storage  is  first  available  for  water 
supply;  agree  to  pay  the  major  replacement  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  as  such  costs  are  incurred,  presently  estimated  to  average 
$8,000"  annually;  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  of  tlieir  intent  to  control  pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to 
low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of 
controlling  wastes  at  their  source;  and  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  protect  downstream  chan¬ 
nels  from  encroachments  which  would  adversely  affect  operation  of 
the  project.  Many  beneficiaries  are  involved.  At  present  no  entity 
has  agreed  to  furnish  the  required  local  cooperation.  Establishment 
of  a  legally  constituted  local  body  capable  of  performing  this  function 
is  essential  and  is  under  consideration. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health.  Education,  and  lYelfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Xational  Capital  Regional  Planning  Council:  Favorable. 

Chairman,  Interstate  Commission  on  Potomac  River:  Favor¬ 
able. 

District  of  Columbia:  Favorable. 

Stare  of  West  Virginia  :  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania:  Favorable. 

Commoinvealth  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maryland:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  multiple-purpose 
dam  and  reservoir  on  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River  is 
necessary  and  will  meet  a  substantial  portion  of  the  present  needs  for 
flood  protection,  domestic  and  industrial  water  supply,  water  quality 
control,  and  recreation  in  the  basin  above  Cumberland,  Md.  It  notes 
tliat  the  project  is  warranted  and  is  amply  justified. 

NORFOLK,  VA. 

(II.  Doc.  304,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — Norfolk,  Va.,  is  on  the  port  of  Hampton  Roads,  about 
180  miles  southeast  of  Washington,  D.C.,  and  about  20  miles  west  of 
the  confluence  of  Chesapeake  Bay  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  The  major 
portion  of  the  city’s  shore  frontage  is  on  the  Elizabeth  River  and  its 
eastern  branch,  and  is  not  exposed  to  high  waves  from  Chesapeake 
Bay  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 

Authority.- — In  partial  response  to  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress, 
1st  session,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  hurricane 
projects  in  the  area.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
for  depths  of  40  feet  in  Elizabeth  River,  18  to  25  feet  in  the  eastern 
and  western  branches,  and  12  feet  in  the  short  channel  u))  Scotts 
Creek.  The  Elizabeth  River  and  its  southern  branch  are  segments 
of  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

Flood  problem. — The  downtown  section  of  the  city  of  Norfolk  is 
subject  to  periodic  flooding  from  hurricanes  and  northeast  storm  tides. 
This  salt  water  flooding  causes  damages  to  commercial,  residential, 
and  other  properties  located  in  the  low-lying  areas  and  creates  health, 
safety,  and  economic  problems  which  adversely  affect  the  welfare  of 
the  city. 

Recomme'nded  plan  of  improvement.- — Provides  for  a  floodwall  ex¬ 
tending  for  about  2,750  feet  from  a  grade  point  near  Tazwell  and 
Duke  Streets  along  Tazwell,  Boush,  Main,  Matthews,  Water,  and 
Granby  Streets  to  a  grade  point  in  the  rear  of  the  U.S.  customhouse, 
together  with  six  closure  structures  and  necessary  adjustments  to  rail¬ 
road  and  street  crossings  adjacent  thereto;  a  storm  drain  pump  station 
at  the  foot  of  the  City  Hall  Avenue,  together  with  necessary  collector 
lines  and  appurtenances;  and  a  sanitary  sewage  lift  station  in  the 
floodwall  at  Fayette  and  Water  Streets,  together  with  necessary  col¬ 
lector  lines,  force  mains,  valve  chambers,  and  appurtenances.  Subse¬ 
quent  to  authorization  of  the  recommended  hurricane  protection  works, 
and  with  prior  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  if  the  city  elects 
at  its  own  expense  to  incorporate  features  in  highway  or  other  develop¬ 
ment  works  in  the  waterfront  area  which  will  serve  the  purpose  of 
the  hurricane  protection  works  in  the  area  of  local  construction,  it  is 
further  recommended  that  the  United  States  participate  in  the  cost 
of  such  features  on  a  basis  such  that  the  overall  cost  to  the  United 
States  for  hurricane  protection  shall  not  be  greater  than  that  which 
would  apply  in  the  absence  of  such  features,  and  such  that  any  resultant 
savings  in  the  overall  cost  of  the  dual  purpose  features  shall  be  shared 
equitably  between  the  United  States  and  the  city  on  the  basis  of  cost 
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allocation  and  cost  apportionment  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers ; 
provided  that  such  participation  in  the  dual  purpose  features  shall  be 
subject  to  the  undertaking  of  any  necessary  remaining  hurricane  pro¬ 
tection  works  by  the  United  States. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1959) . — 

Federal _ $1,  537,  000 

Non-Federal _  724,  000 

Total _  2,  261,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$60,000 

$38,600 

15,500 

$99,500 

15,500 

60,000 

55,000 

115,000 

178,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $376,000;  (&)  accomplish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  relocations  and  alterations  of 
sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities,  and  other  struc¬ 
tures  made  necessary  by  the  work,  exclusive  of  storm  sewer,  street, 
and  railroad  alterations  forming  an  integral  part  of  the  protective 
works,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $237,000;  (c)  bear  30  percent 
of  the  total  first  cost  of  the  project,  exclusive  of  betterments,  a  sum 
presently  estimated  at  $658,000,  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  in  sub- 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  above  and  a  cash  contribution  now  estimated 
at  $45,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  (d)  bear  the  entire 
cost  of  the  items  considered  as  betterments,  including  the  sewage  lift 
station,  presently  estimated  at  $66,000;  (e)  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  work ;  and  (/)  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local  inter¬ 
ests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  furnish  requirements. 

Conwnents  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  was  advised  that  Norfolk  suffers  major 
hurricane-flood  damages.  Floodwalls  extending  about  2,750  feet  for 
the  protection  of  a  portion  of  the  city  was  found  to  be  economically 
justified.  The  committee  notes  that  hurricane-flood  protection  is  urg¬ 
ently  needed  and  amply  justified.  The  cost  sharing  is  in  accordance 
with  the  policy  established  in  authorization  of  previous  hurricane- 
flood  protection  projects. 
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WEIGHTSVILLE  BEACH,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  511,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wrightsville  Beach  is  a  resort  community  on  a  small 
island  about  10  miles  east  of  Wilmington,  N.C. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  project. — None  for  hurricane  protection. 

Hurricane  prohlem.- — Six  severe  hurricanes  and  one  minor  hurricane 
have  struck  Wrightsville  Beach  during  the  period  1944  to  1960.  Ee- 
currence  of  the  maximum  hurricane  tide  of  record  caused  by  the  hur¬ 
ricane  of  October  1954,  under  December  1960  prices  and  conditions 
would  cause  inundation  and  wave  damages  of  over  $2,500,000.  The 
average  annual  water  damages  are  estimated  at  $155,300. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement ;  Provides  for  construction  of  a 
dune  with  crown  width  of  25  feet  at  elevation  15  feet,  mean  low  water, 
integrated  with  a  beach  berm  50  feet  wide  at  elevation  12  feet,  mean 
low  water,  extending  14,000  feet  from  Moore’s  Inlet  on  the  north  to 
Masonboro  Inlet  on  the  south;  and  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of 
beach  nourishment  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  10  years  from  year  of 
completion  of  initial  placement. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960). — 

Federal - 1 _ $345,000 

Non-Federal _  191,  000 


Total _  536,  000 

Projects  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$13, 300 

$8,900 

6,600 

14,700 

$22, 200 
6,  600 
17,600 

Maintenance  and  operation--.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Rp.anh  nonrishnipinf.  . 

2,900 

Total 

16,200 

29,200 

45,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented.— _ - _ ... _ _ _ 

134, 000 
45,900 
16,600 

Increased  beach  use _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ... 

Increased  property  use _ 

Total _ 

196,500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  and  rights-of-way;  accomplish 
necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  utilities,  and  other  struc¬ 
tures  ;  bear  35.6  percent  of  the  first  cost  consisting  of  the  items  above, 
and  a  lump-sum  cash  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $191,000; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  the 
works  and  nourish  the  beach,  except  that  for  the  first  10  years  the 
Federal  Government  would  contribute  an  amount  estimated  at  $2,900 
annually  for  nourishment;  maintain  current  public  ownership  and 
use ;  adopt  and  enforce  ordinances  to  preserve  the  improvement ;  con¬ 
trol  water  pollution ;  obtain  prior  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
of  plans  for  the  beach  protection  work ;  contribute  in  cash  for  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  works  in  addition  to  the  item  above  requiring  a  con¬ 
tribution  of  35.6  percent,  the  added  cost  for  separate  construction  of 
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the  beach  protection  works;  and  annually  inform  local  interests  that 
the  project  will  not  provide  substantial  i^rotection  from  ocean  surges 
greater  than  Hurricane  Hazel,  October  15, 1954.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce ;  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 
State  of  North  Carolina :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remcirhs. — The  committee  notes  that  the  project  would  provide 
shore  protection  and  would  alleviate  hurricane  damage  from  ocean 
surges.  Six  severe  hurricanes  have  struck  this  area  during  the  period 
from  1944  to  19G0  and  the  committee  believes  that  protective  measures 
are  needed  as  soon  as  they  can  be  provided.  The  committee  notes 
that  the  project  is  amply  justified  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  4.3  and 
considers  authorization  of  the  work  advisable. 

CAROLINA  BEACH  AND  VICINITY,  NORTH  CAROLINA 

(11.  Doc.  418,  87th  Cons.) 

Location. — The  area  is  in  New  Hanover  County,  about  15  miles 
southeast  of  Wilmington,  N.C.,  on  the  peninsula  which  separates  the 
lower  Cape  Fear  Elver  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  The  study  covers 
about  7  miles  of  the  shore  and  the  towns  of  Carolina  Beach  and  Kure 
Beach,  also  unincorporated  communities  of  Wilmington  Beach  and 
Hanby  Beach. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  Public  Law  520,  71st  Congress.  a])proved 
July  3,  1930,  and  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 

Existing  project. — No  hurricane  or  beach  protection  projects. 

Beach  erosion  and  hurricane  /n’o&Zcm.— Intermittent  suiweys  of  the 
shore  and  offshore  depths  since  1938  indicate  alternate  erosion  and 
accretion  with  a  net  accumulative  loss  of  beaches.  During  the  period 
1900  to  1959,  22  hurricanes  have  affected  Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity. 
Eecurrence  of  the  maximum  hurricane  tide  of  record  caused  by  the 
hurricane  of  October  1954,  under  January  1960  prices  and  conditions, 
would  cause  inundation  and  wave  damages  in  the  area  estimated  at 
$5,500,000,  The  average  annual  future  tidal  damages  in  the  area  are 
estimated  at  $380,800. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
a  dune  with  a  crown  width  of  25  feet  at  elevation  15  feet,  mean  low 
water,  together  with  an  integrated  beach  berm  of  50  feet  wide  at  eleva¬ 
tion  12  feet,  mean  low  water,  extending  about  25,800  feet  from  north¬ 
ern  limits  of  Carolina  Beach  to  southern  limits  of  Kure  Beach ;  initial 
deposition  of  sufficient  suitable  material  north  of  Carolina  Beach  to 
serve  as  a  feeder  beach;  and  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  beach 
nourishnient  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  10  j^ears  from  the  year  of 
completion  of  the  initial  placement. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuai^  1900) . — 

Federal -  $7J9,  (HMl 

Non-Federal _  500,  000 


Total _  1,239,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$28, 390 

$23, 420 
14, 600 
50, 100 

$51 , 810 
14,600 
56, 700 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Beach  nourishment _ _ _ 

6,600 

Total _ 

34, 990 

88, 120 

123,110 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ - _ _ _ 

213, 500 
5,300 
133, 900 
23,000 

Total _ 

375,700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way;  accomplish 
necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  utilities,  and  other  struc¬ 
tures  ;  bear  -10.3  percent  of  the  first  cost  consisting  of  the  items  above, 
and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $500,000 ;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damage ;  maintain  the  ivorks  and  nourish 
the  beach,  except  that  for  the  first  10  years  the  Federal  Government 
will  contribute  an  amount  estimated  at  $6,600  annually  for  nourish¬ 
ment;  maintain  current  public  ownership  and  use;  adopt  ordinances 
to  preserve  the  improvement;  control  water  pollution;  obtain  prior 
approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  plans  for  the  beach  protection 
work ;  contribute  in  cash  for  wave-protection  works  in  addition  to  the 
item  above  requiring  a  contribution  of  40.3  percent,  the  added  cost  for 
separate  construction  of  the  beach-protection  works  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $123,000 ;  and,  annually  inform  local  interests  that  the  project 
will  not  provide  substantial  wave  protection  during  ocean  surges 
greater  than  Hurricane  Hazel,  October  16, 1954.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

State  of  North  Carolina :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — Tire  project  would  provide  both  shore  protection  and 
hurricane  protection.  The  area  from  Carolina  Beach  south  to  Kure 
Beach  experienced  heavy  losses  in  the  hurricanes  of  1944,  1954,  1955, 
and  1958.  Recurrences  of  those  hurricanes  would  cause  total  damages 
of  $11,800,000,  based  on  January  1960  price  levels.  The  coinmittee 
notes  the  high  benefit-cost  ratio  of  3.1  and  recommends  authorization. 


90050—62. 


12 


178  RIVER  AXD  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


COMPREHENSrV’E  REPORT  ON  CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN,  N.C. 


(H.  Doc.  508,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  Cape  Fear  River  is  formed  by  the  confluence  of  the 
Deep  and  Haw  Rivers  which  rise  in  the  north-central  part  of  North 
Carolina  in  a  region  of  rolling  hills  known  as  the  Piedmont  Plateau. 
It  flows  generally  southeast  and  empties  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  at 
Cape  Fear,  N.C. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  House  Committee  on  Flood  Control 
adopted  May  2, 1946. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  specifically  authorized  by  Congress.  Repairs  and  additions 
to  the  existing  White  Oak  dike  near  Kelly,  N.C.,  built  by  local  inter¬ 
ests,  were  authorized  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  November  1960 
under  the  provision  of  Public  Law  685,  84th  Congress.  Construction 
has  been  completed  to  provide  protection  to  20,200  acres  from  a  flood 
equal  to  that  of  1945.  The  Cape  Fear  River  is  navigable  with  a  depth 
of  35  feet  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  to  Wilmington,  thence  25-foot 
depth  to  Navassa,  and  an  8-foot  depth  to  Fayetteville. 

Flood  proUems.~T\\^x^  is  a  need  for  protection  of  flood  plains  of 
Cape  Fear  River  from  disastrous  floods.  Recurrence  of  1945  flood 
would  cause  damages  from  $8  to  $15  million  depending  on  rainfall 
distribution  and  season  of  the  year.  Average  annual  damages  under 
present  conditions  are  $1,445,000.  Fayetteville  has  experienced  severe 
flood  damages.  Recurrence  of  the  1945  flood  would  flood  3,000  homes 
200  commercial  and  industrial  establishments,  churches  and  schools’ 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Recommend  approval  of  a 
general  plan  consisting  of  New  Hope,  Randleman,  and  Howards  Mill 
Reservoirs  and  other  local  flood  control  projects  and  reservoirs  that 
are  found  feasible  to  be  constructed  as  need  develops;  authorization 
of  New  Hope  Reservoir  for  construction  in  the  interests  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  low  flow  regulation,  recreation,  and  other  purposes,  and  that 
authority  be  granted  to  continue  studies  of  Cape  Fear  River  Basin 
in  order  that  authorization  for  other  projects  may  be  prepared. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.,  average  1960  prices)  of  New  Hope 
Reservoir. —  ^ 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ 

^  Exclusive  of  $1&0,000  for  preauthorizatlon  studies. 

Project  economics. — 


"  $25, 143,  000 
319,000 

25,  462,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization 

$766,000 

92,000 

$9,000 

8,000 

$765, 000 
100,000 

Maintenance  and  operation 

Total _ 

848,000 

17,000 

865,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ _ 

1,697,000 

77.500 

46.500 
405,000 
114,000 

W  ater  quality  control 

Water  supply  _  .  . 

Fishing  and  hunting 

Total _ 

2, 340, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5  (based  on  100-year  period  of  analysis). 

Local  cooperation. — Protect  downstream  channels  from  encroach¬ 
ments  and  obstructions  which  would  adversely  affect  operation  of  the 
project;  bear  all  the  construction  cost  allocated  to  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply,  presently  estimated  at  $319,000 ;  and  bear  all 
annual  cost  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replacements  allo¬ 
cated  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  an  amount  presently 
estimated  at  $8,000  annually.  Local  interests  have  provided  assur¬ 
ances  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  will  be  met. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objections. 

Department  of  Agriculture ;  Unfavorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objections. 

State  of  North  Carolina :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  No  objections. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  proposed  New  Hope  Reser¬ 
voir  is  the  key  unit  in  a  future  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of 
the  Cape  Fear  River  Basin.  The  committee  notes  that  additional  in¬ 
vestigation  of  other  projects  will  be  accomplished  in  the  future.  The 
project  will  provide  needed  flood  control  and  will  augment  low  stream 
flows  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Cape  Fear  River.  In  addition,  a 
valuable  water  supply  will  be  provided  for  municipal  and  industrial 
use  for  which  a  local  contribution  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Sup¬ 
ply  Act  of  1958  will  be  i^rovided.  The  committee  notes  that  the  proj¬ 
ect  is  amply  justified  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2.5  and  considers 
authorization  is  advisable. 

CHATTAHOOCHEE  RIVER  AT  AND  IN  VICINITY  OF  WEST  POINT  AND 

FRANKLIN,  GA. 

(H.  Doc.  570,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chattahoochee  River  forms  a  portion  of  the  border  be¬ 
tween  Alabama  and  Georgia  and  drains  the  north-central  portion  of 
Georgia.  The  Chattahoochee  River  drainage  basin  is  440  miles  long 
and  averages  30  miles  wide.  The  Chattahoochee  and  Flint  Rivers  join 
to  form  the  Apalachicola  River. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  July  29,  1955,  and  July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — Buford  Dam  in  the  extreme  upper  watershed  for 
flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  navigation,  and  other  purposes; 
Jim  Woodruff  lock  and  dam  on  the  lower  river  for  navigation  and 
liydroelectric  power;  and  two  other  locks  and  dams  on  the  Chatta¬ 
hoochee  River  which  would  provide  navigation  to  Columbus,  Ga.,  are 
nearing  completion.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  a  small  dam 
program  on  Bull  Creek  near  Columbus,  Ga.  Many  small  privately 
owned  dams  for  hvdroelectric  power. 

Problems. — Buford  Reservoir  controls  floods  in  the  upper  watershed. 
Average  annual  flood  damage  for  the  Chattahoochee  River  at  and  be¬ 
low  West  Point  are  estimated  at  $600,000  principally  in  West  Point, 
Columbus,  and  Phenix  areas.  There  is  also  a  growing  demand  for 
power  in  the  area. 
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Recommended  'plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  West  Point 
Reservoir  for  hydroelectric  power,  flood  control,  navigation,  and  recre¬ 
ation.  The  dam  would  be  located  at  river  mile  201.4  and  would  form 
a  reservoir  of  553,000  acre- feet  capacity ;  282,000  acre-feet  would  be 
for  power  purposes  except  for  flood  control  storage  use  of  a  maximum 
of  204,000  acre- feet  from  December  through  April.  Storage  of  158,000 
acre-feet  would  also  be  usable  for  flood  control  above  the  power  pool. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — Federal,  $52,900,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization - $1,635,  000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements _  518,  000 

Taxes  foregone -  518,  000 


Total -  2,  671,  000 


Annual  benefits; 

Flood  control -  481,  000 

Power -  2,  085,  000 

Recreation -  640,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife -  268, 000 

Navigation -  50,  000 


Total -  3,  524,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  shall  agree  to  inform  annually 
those  affected,  for  a  period  of  time  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  be  necessary,  that  the  proposed  project  will  provide  partial 
protection  from  floods. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Xo  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  No  objection. 

Public  Health  Service,  Department  of  HEW :  No  objection. 

State  of  Alabama :  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  estimate  of  expected  power  revenues  from  the  West 
Point  project^  furnished  by  the  Southeastern  Power  Administration 
would  be  sufficient  to  repay  the  cost  allocated  to  power  only  over  a 
period  of  100  years.  The  Bureau  also  notes  that  a  major  portion  of 
the  benefits  and  costs  of  this  project  have  been  assigned  to  power 
purposes. 

The  Bureau  states  that  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944 
requires  that  power  produced  at  reservoir  projects  under  control  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  be  sold  at  rates  which  will  recover  costs 
of  power  production  and  transmission,  including  capital  investment 
allocated  to  power,  over  a  reasonable  period  of  years.  The  Bureau 
fulther  states  that,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  a  period  of  50  years  has  been 
considered  appropriate  for  the  recovery  of  power  investment.  Such 
most  recently  affirmed  by  the  Congress  as  a  condition 
of  the  authorization  of  Laurel  River  Reservoir  in  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  19G0. 
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Accordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  construction  of  the 
West  Point  Keservoir,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  would  not  be 
undertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  costs  allocated  to 
power  can  be  returned  with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 

'Fhe  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  West  Point  Keservoir,  together  with  fu¬ 
ture  measures,  will  provide  valuable  flood  control  benefits  downstream 
from  the  dam  on  the  Chattahootchee  River  from  West  Point  to  Colum¬ 
bus,  Ga.,  and  to  areas  along  the  river  in  Georgia  and  Alabama.  The 
output  from  the  electric  power  generating  installation  at  the  project 
can  be  used  in  supplying  the  growing  powerload  of  the  area.  The 
flows  from  the  dam  and  powerhouse  will  improve  the  quality  of  the 
water  in  the  stream.  Outdoor  recreational  opportunities  will  be 
afforded  by  the  reservoir  to  the  heavily  populated  metropolitan  areas 
of  Atlanta  and  Columbus.  The  comniittee  considers  the  project  to  be 
justified  and  a  highly  desirable  water  resource  development  of  the 
Chattahootchee  River  between  Columbus  and  Atlanta. 

FLINT  RIVER,  GA. 

(H.  Doc.  567,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Flint  River  rises  350  miles  above  its  mouth  and  1,000  feet 
above  mean  sea  level  in  the  southerly  outskirts  of  Atlanta,  Ga.,  the 
largest  city  in  the  Southeast.  It  crosses  the  fall  line,  marking  the 
division  of  the  Piedmont  Plateau  and  the  Coastal  Plain,  between  river 
miles  230  and  285,  falling  370  feet  in  55  miles.  It  joins  the  Chatta¬ 
hoochee  River  to  form  the  Apalachicola  River,  108  miles  above  Apa¬ 
lachicola  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  1,1948. 

Existing  'project. — A  local  flood-protection  project  has  been  com¬ 
pleted  at  Montezuma,  Ga.,  and  another  at  Americus,  Ga.,  has  been 
approved,  both  under  the  general  authority  for  small  flood-control 
projects.  The  authorized  project  now  under  construction  provides 
for  multiple-purpose  developments  and  supplemental  channel  work  to 
give  a  chaimel  depth  of  9  feet  for  a  minimum  width  of  100  feet  in  the 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee  River  upstream  to  Columbus,  Ga.,  268 
mi  les,  and  29  miles  up  Flint  River  to  Bainbridge,  Ga. 

N avigation  and  'flood  problem. — Local  interests  state  that  there  is  a 
need  for  extending  the  9-foot-deep  navigable  channel  in  the  Flint 
River  upstream  from  Bainbridge  to  Albany  and  beyond  to  serve  the 
future  needs  of  the  area. 

Average  annual  flood  damages  below  the  fall  line  total  $180,000. 
However,  productive  values  of  farm  and  urban  land  would  increase 
substantially  if  flood  control  were  provided. 

Recom'mended  plan  of  improvement :  The  comprehensive  plan  of 
water  resource  development  consists  of  five  dams  and  reservoirs  as  a 
guide  for  the  immediate  and  future  development  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  basin  and  that  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower 
Auchumpkee  Creek  Re.servoirs,  for  hydroelectric  power,  flood  con- 
ti’ol,  general  recreation,  and  fishing  recreation,  be  authorized  for  con- 
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struction  and  that  Spewrell  Bluff  Eeservoir  be  undertaken  as  tlie 
initial  step. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  p'ice  level). — 

Federal - .^151,  820,  000 

Non-Federal -  2,  770,  000 

Total -  154^  590,  OOO 

Project  economics. — 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


Spewrell 

Bluff 

Lazer 

Creek 

Lower 

Auchumpkee 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

1, 951 

472 

684 

1,246 

356 

626 

1,498 

428 

583 

4,695 

1,256 

1,893 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replace¬ 
ments _ _  _ 

Taxes  forgone _ 

Total _ 

3, 107 

2,228 

2,509 

7,844 

Annual  benefits: 

Power _  - 

2,436 

409 

432 

295 

34 

2,206 

82 

254 

174 

9 

2, 085 
380 
404 
276 
15 

6,727 

871 

1,090 

745 

58 

Flood  control _ _ 

General  recreation _ 

Fishing  recreation  _ 

Navigation _ 

Total.. . . 

3,606 

2,725 

3, 160 

9, 491 

Benefit-cost  ratios _ 

1.2 

1.2 

1.3 

1.2 

Local  cooperation.  Local  interests  shall  agree  to  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  downstream  channels  that  would  interfere  with  the  efficient 
operation  of  the  proposed  upstream  reservoirs. 

Comments  of  the  State  ami  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Depaitment  of  Health,  Education,  and  IVelfarer  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable;  but  also  desires  authorization  of 
navigation  improvements. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Btodget. — The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  notes  that  in  his  letter  of  May  2, 1962,  the  Administrator  of  the 
Southeastern  Power  Administration  advised  the  division  engineer 
that  power  revenues  from  the  three  upstream  projects  could  be  expected 
to  total  some  $4  million  annually.  The  Bureau  further  notes  that 
these  revenues  would  be  sufficient  to  repay  the  cost  allocated  to  power 
only  over  a  period  of  100  years,  and  also  that  over  70  percent  of  the 
benehts  and  nearly  70  percent  of  the  costs  of  the  three  projects  have 
been  assigned  to  power  purposes.  Apparentlv,  none  of  the  three 
would  be  economically  justified  without  inclusion  of  the  power 
features. 

Tlie  Bureau  states  that  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944 
requires  that  power  produced  at  reservoir  projects  under  control  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  be  sold  at  rates  which  will  recover  costs 
of  power  production  and  transmission,  including  capital  investment 
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allocated  to  power,  over  a  reasonable  period  of  years.  The  Bureau 
further  states  that  as  a  matter  of  policy  a  period  of  50  years  has  been 
considered  appropriate  for  the  recovery  of  power  investment.  Such 
a  period  was  most  recently  affirmed  by  the  Congress  as  a  condition  of 
the  authorization  of  Laurel  River  Reservoir  in  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1960. 

Accordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  construction  of  the  three 
reservoirs,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  would  not  be  undertaken 
until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  cost  allocated  to  power  can  be 
returned  with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarkf<. — The  committee  notes  that  the  three  reservoirs  in  the 
headwaters  recommended  for  flood  control,  hydroelectric  power  gen¬ 
eration,  and  outdoor  recreation  will  provide  valuable  development  of 
the  water  resources  of  the  Flint  River.  After  carefully  considering 
all  aspects  of  this  matter  and  noting  the  expressions  of  non-Federal 
interests  in  developing  the  projects,  the  committee  recommends  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  works  without  prejudice  to  considei-ation  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  of  non-Federal  development  of  power,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Federal  project  for  which  application  for  license 
may  be  received  and  which  may  be  found  to  be  consistent  with  the 
optimum  development  of  resources  and  in  the  public  interest. 

WEST  PALM  BEACH  CANAL,  CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  PROJECT 

(S.  Doc.  146,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — ^West  Palm  Beach  Canal  extends  from  Lake  Okeechobee 
southeasterly  to  Lake  Worth  at  West  Palm  Beach  on  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  coast  of  Florida. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  adopted 
August  17, 1954. 

Existing  projeot. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  the  portion  of  the 
West  Palm  Beach  Canal  in  this  report.  The  central  and  southern 
Florida  project  provides  certain  improvements  west  and  south  of  this 
section. 

Flood  prohlem. — Improvements  for  flood  control  and  drainage  are 
needed  to  alleviate  flood  losses  to  existing  developments  and  to  ade¬ 
quately  protect  and  serve  the  area  in  the  future. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  enlargement  of  the  lower  17  miles  of  West  Palm  Beach 
Canal  and  for  a  control  structure  near  the  mouth. 

Estimated  cost:  {price  level  of  September  1960) . — 

Federal _ $3,  220,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  906,  000 


Total. 


5, 126,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Primary  works: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$116,000 

$7.5,  OOO 
21,000 

$191,000 

21,000 

19,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Loss  in  land  productivity  (economic  cost) . . . 

Total  primary  works.-  _ 

116, 000 

96,000 

125,000 

231,000 

125,000 

Associated  works . _  ... 

Total . . . . . . . . 

116,000 

221, 000 

356,000 

.\nnual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented  _ _  . 

2, 169, 000 
1, 465, 000 

Increased  land  lise. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total. . . . . . 

3, 634, 000 

Penef  t-cost  ratio. — 10.3. 

Local  coo'peration. — Local  interests  shall  contribute  12.8  percent  of 
the  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  inspection  presently  estimated 
at  $444,000 ;  construct  and  maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facili¬ 
ties;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  make  all  bridge, 
roads,  and  utility  relocations  exyept  railroad  bridges  and  approaches : 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  fi'om  damage;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  channel  and  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works. 
Central  and  Southern  Flood  Control  District  would  assume  responsi¬ 
bility  for  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies : 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture  :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida  :  Favorable  to  project  but  objects  to  procedures 
for  cost  sharing. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Bi^get.~T\\^.  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  tliat  tlie  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  liis  letter  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  has  stated  his  intention  of  coordinating  with  all  interests 
concerned  in  undertaking  the  recently  authorized  investigation  of 
means  of  supplementing  existing  water  supplies  to  the  Everglades 
^National  Park.  The  Bureau  would,  therefore,  expect  preconstruction 
planning  of  this  project,  if  it  is  authorized,  to  be  fully  coordinated 
with  this  pending  investigation  in  order  that  there  will  be  adequate 
assurance  before  funds  for  construction  are  requested  that  the  project 
will  contribute  to  the  achievement  of  maximum  benefits  to  the  region 

development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  mea. 

riie  Biii’eau  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress. 

Action  ly  the  Secretary  of  the  Amny.—T\\Q  Secretary  of  the  Armv 
noted  the  requirement  in  the  report  plan  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
that  local  interests  shall  provide  at  their  owm  expense  lateral  drainage 
fecilities  needed  to  realize  the  benefits  from  improvements  in  south 
i  lade  C  ounty.  Recognizing  that,  in  accomplishing  necessary  lateral 
drainage  work,  there  may  be  participation  by  other  Federal  agencies 
under  authorization  not  cnnnected^  with  this  project,  the  Secretarv 
stated  that,  if  the  project  is  authorized,  this  requirement  of  local  co- 
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operation  should  be  modified  to  permit  local  interests  to  construct  and 
maintain  the  necessary  associated  di-ainage  facilities  of  the  plan  with 
the  assistance  of  other  Federal  and  local  consein-ation  programs. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  the  work  to  be  needed  and  eco¬ 
nomically  justified  to  a  high  degree.  The  benefit-cost  I’atio  is  10.3 
The  committee  notes  the  need  for  comprehensive  investigation  and 
consideration  of  water  resoui'ce  developments  in  the  entire  central  and 
southern  Florida  flood  control  project  area  which  woiild  serve  munici¬ 
palities,  industrial  plants,  agricultural  areas,  and  the  Everglades  Na¬ 
tional  Park  in  a  feasible  manner  from  an  economic  standpoint  and 
which  woidd  be  consistent  with  the  economic  growth  of  the  area. 

INTERI^ir  RF.rORT  ON  BOGGY  CREEK,  FLA.,  CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN 

FLORIDA  PROJECT 

(S.  Doc.  125,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Boggy  Creek  drainage  area  is  in  the  central  part  of 
the  Florida  Peninsula  in  Orange  Countv.  The  area  extends  south¬ 
ward  from  near  Orlando  to  East  Lake  Tohopekaliga. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
Xovember  15, 1954.  (Partial  response.) 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  Boggy  Creek. 
However,  the  central  and  southern  Florida  project  provides  in  part 
for  flood  control  improvements  from  East  Lake  Tohopekaliga  south¬ 
ward  along  the  Kissimmee  River  to  Lake  Okeechobee. 

Flood  proMem. — Local  interests  request  that  improvements  to  re¬ 
duce  the  flood  hazard  in  Boggy  Creek  basin  be  added  to  the  authorized 
central  and  southern  Elorida  project. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  ]ilan  of  improvement 
jirovides  that  the  central  and  southern  Elorida  project  be  modified  and 
extended  by  channel  improvements  and  control  structures  in  Boggy 
Creek  from  Lake  Conway  to  East  Lake  Tohopekaliga. 

Estimated  cost:  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 

Federal _ $1, 176,  000 

Non-Federal _  960,  000 

Total _  2. 136,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Primary  work: 

$44, 000 

$35, 000 

$79, 000 
9.000 
6,000 

44,000 

44.000 

19,000 

94,000 

19,000 

44, 000 

63,000 

113,000 

Annual  benefits: 

61,000 

258,000 

319,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.8. 

Local  Cooperation. — Local  interests  are  r^uired  to  contribute  29.7 
percent  of  tlie  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration 
presently  estimated  at  $454,000;  construct  and  maintain  associated 
lateral  drainage  facilities;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  ;  make  all  bridge,  road  and  utility  relocations  except  railroad 
bridges  and  approaches;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damage;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel;  and  maintain  and 
operate  the  completed  works.  Central  and  Southern  Flood  Control 
District  would  assume  responsibility  for  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  a^nd  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  No  objection. 

Dejiartment  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.  The  committee  is  cognizant  of  the  local  conditions  in 
this  area  where  inadequate  drainage  results  in  frequent  flood  damages. 
The  recommended  improvements  are  considered  justified.  The  com¬ 
mittee  considers  the  requirements  for  local  contributions  for  the  proj¬ 
ect  are  fair  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  existing  policy  for 
pro j  ects  of  this  nature. 


INTEPJM  REPORT  ON  SOUTH  DADE  COUNTY,  FLA.,  AND  CENTRAL  AND 
SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  PROJECT 


(S.  Doc.  138,  STIR  Cong.) 


_  Locatwn.—Tha  area  under  consideration  is  in  the  southeastern  sec- 
tion  of  Dade  County,  Fla.,  south  of  Miami,  along  Biscayne  Bay. 

Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  adopted 
November  15, 1954  ( partial  response) . 

Existing  project.  The  central  and  southern  Florida  project  pro¬ 
vides,  m  part,  for  a  levee  around  the  area  considered  in  this  report. 
This  levee,  designated  as  L-31,  and  its  control  structures  are  for  pro¬ 
tection  against  most  nonhurricane  storm  tides  and  for  regulation  of 
freshwater  flow. 

Flood  proUem.—Th^v&  is  need  for  an  adequate  system  of  canals 
to  provide  drainage  for  urban  development,  with  water-control  struc¬ 
tures  to  prevent  overdrainage  of  lands  and  contamination  of  ground 
water  by  salt  water  encroachment. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  construction  of  12  major  outlet  canals  to  drain  by  o-rav- 
ity  the  South  Dade  County  area  involved.  ^ 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Octoher  1960) . — 


Pederal _ 

Non-Federal 


$13,  388,  000 
7,  06.",  000 


Total- 


20,  453,  000 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  187 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Primary  works: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

$484, 000 

$255, 000 
115,000 

$739, 000 
115,000 
40,000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . . . 

Loss  of  productivity  of  lands  (economic  cost).. . 

Total  primary  works _  . 

484,000 

370, 000 
133,000 

894,000 

133,000 

Associated  work _ .' . . . . 

Total.  . . . . 

484,000 

503,000 

1, 027, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ _ 

1, 897, 000 

1, 772, 000 

Increased  land  use . . . 

Total... _ _ _ 

3, 609, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  19.2 
percent  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $2,953,000,  to  be  paid  prior  to  start  of  work  units ; 
construct  and  maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facilities;  pro¬ 
vide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  make  all  bridge,  road, 
and  utility  relocations  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  prevent  encroachment 
on  the  channel;  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works,  and  in¬ 
form  affected  interests  annually  that  the  project  will  provide  no  pro¬ 
tection  from  ocean  surges. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida :  Concurs  in  plan  but  objects  to  cost-sharing 
features,  road  relocation  standards,  and  cost  estimates  of  main¬ 
tenance. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  his  letter  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  has  stated  his  intention  of  coordinating  with  all  inter¬ 
ests  concerned  in  undertaking  the  recently  authorized  investigation 
of  means  of  supplementing  existing  water  supplies  to  the  Everglades 
National  Park.  The  Bureau  would,  therefore,  expect  preconstruc¬ 
tion  planning  of  this  project,  if  it  is  authorized,  to  be  fully  coordi¬ 
nated  with  this  pending  investigation  in  order  that  there  will  be  ade¬ 
quate  assurance  before  funds  for  construction  are  requested  that  the 
project  will  contribute  to  the  achievement  of  maximum  benefits  to 
the  region  and  the  Nation  from  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  area. 

The  Bureau  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — An  adequate  system  of  drains  and  canals  is  needed  to 
’  permit  proper  development  of  this  area  of  Dade  County  near  Miami. 
The  committee  notes  that  this  area  is  also  adjacent  to  the  Everglades 
National  Park  and  that  there  is  need  for  comprehensive  investiga¬ 
tion  and  consideration  of  water  resource  developments  in  the  entire 
central  and  southern  Florida  flood  control  project  area  which  would 
serve  municipalities,  industrial  plants,  agricultural  areas,  and  the 
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EA'erfflades  National  Park  in  a  feasible  manner  fi’om  an  economic 
standpoint  and  which  would  be  consistent  with  the  anticipated  eco¬ 
nomic  "rowth.  The  committee  considers  the  recommended  plan  to 
be  amply  justified  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  3.6  and  authorization 
is  advisable. 

IJ^TEEIM  REPORT  OX  SHIXGLE  CREEK,  FLA.,  CEXTRAL  AXD  SOETHERX 

FLORIDA  PROJECT 

(S.  Doc.  139,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Shingle  Creek  drainage  area  is  in  western  Orange  and 
Osceola  Counties  of  central  Florida.  The  area  extends  from  Orlando 
southward  to  Lake  Tohopekaliga. 

Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
November  15, 1954  (partial  response) . 

Existing  project.— T\\bv&  is  no  Federal  project  for  Shingle  Creek. 
However,  the  central  and  southern  Florida  project  provides  in  part 
for  flood  control  improvements  from  Lake  Tohopekaliga  southward 
along  Kissimmee  River  to  Lake  Okeechobee. 

Flood  problem. — Local  interests  request  that  improvements  to  re¬ 
duce  the  flood  hazard  in  Shingle  Creek  Basin  be  added  to  the  author¬ 
ized  central  and  southern  Florida  project. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  that  the  central  and  southern  Florida  project  be  modified 
and  extended  by  {a)  channel  improvements  and  control  structures 
for  flood  control  and  drainage  in  Shingle  Creek  from  Clear  Lake 
to  Lake  Tohopekaliga,  and  (b)  additional  measures  in  Reedy  Creek 
Swamp  including  construction  work  and  land  acquisition  to  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  recommendation  further  pro¬ 
vides  that,  the  flood  control  and  drainage  works  on  Shingle  Creek 
and  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  wildlife  management  area  may  be  con¬ 
structed  separately. 

Estimated  cost. — 


Shingle 

Creek 

Reedy 

Creek 

Swamp 

Total 

Federal _ 

$2,  590, 000 
1, 468, 000 

$660, 000 

$3, 2.50, 000 
1. 468, 000 

XTon-FederaL. 

Total. . 

4, 058, 000 

660.000 

4,  718. 000 

Project  economics: 

Primary  works; 

Interest  and  amortization. 

Maintenance  and  operation,  project  works 

Loss  in  productivity  on  lands  (economic  cost) 

Total,  primary  works. 

-Associated  work.. 

145,  500 
18,500 
4,000 

24.000 

2,000 

169,  500 
20,500 
4,000 

168,000 

20,000 

26,000 

194,000 

20,000 

Total...  ... 

188,000 

26,000 

214,000 

-Annual  benefits; 

Flood  damages  prevented.. 

282,000 
419, 000 

282,000 

419,000 

74,000 

Increased  land  use 

Outdoor  recreation 

74,000 

Total _ _ 

701,000  1  74,000 

775,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio... 

3.7 

2.8 

3.6 
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Local  cooperation. — For  the  Shingle  Creek  flood  control  and  drain¬ 
age  work,  local  interests  ai'e  required  to  contribute  25.9  percent  of  the 
contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration  presently  estimated 
at  $834,000 ;  construct  and  maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facili¬ 
ties;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  make  all  bridge, 
road,  and  utility  relocations  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage ;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  channel ;  and  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works. 
Central  and  Southern  Florida  Flood  Control  District  would  assume 
responsibility  for  local  cooperation  on  the  Shingle  Creek  work.  For 
the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  wildlife  management  area,  local  interests 
would  provide,  prior  to  construction,  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretaiy  of  the  Army  that  they  will  manage  the  wildlife  area,  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  the  project  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  due  to  the  construction 
work.  The  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission  has 
stated  it  would  operate  and  maintain  the  area  for  fish  and  wildlife 
programs  to  the  extent  of  its  financial  ability. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Dejiartment  of  Interior:  Favorable.  Recommends  Reedy 
Creek  Swamp  wildlife  management  area. 

Department  of  Commei’ce :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  recommend  with  respect  to  cost  sharing  that  the  costs  of  hsh 
and  wildlife  enhancement  measures  in  this  local  protection  project 
(Reedy  Creek  swamp  wildlife  management  area)  be  divided  equally 
between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests.  Such  a  division  would 
accord  generally  with  that  established  for  such  features  incorporated 
in  proj^ts  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  and  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act.  The 
Bureau  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to 
(Congress. 

Actior  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Concurs  with  the  Bureau  of 

the  Budget.  ... 

Remarlis. — The  committee  recognizes  that  the  facilities  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  main  steam  of  Shingle  Creek  will  reduce  flood  losses 
and  will  permit  development  of  the  area.  Although  the  wildlife  man¬ 
agement  in  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  area  would  serve  as  a  valuable  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  overall  plan  for  the  central  and  southern  Florida  project, 
the  committee  recommends  that  no  obligation  shall  be  incurred  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  this  management  area  unless  the  State  or  one  or  more 
other  non-Federal  entities  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  in 
advance  to  assume  at  least  50  percent  of  the  cost  associated  with  that 
feature  of  the  project.  The  committee  notes  that  the  Shingle  Creek 
and  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  work  are  separable  units  and  may  be  so 
undertaken  for  construction.  On  this  basis,  the  committee  believes 
authorization  is  warranted. 
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INl’ERIM  REPORT  ON  CUTLER  DRAIN  AREA,  FLORIDA — CENTRAL  AND 
SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  PROJECT 

(S.  Doc.  123,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cutler  drain  area  comprising  about  38  square  miles  in 
Dade  County  is  located  immediately  south  of  Miami  on  the  Atlantic 
coast  of  Florida. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  adopted 
November  15,  1954  (partial  response). 

Existing _  project.— T\\g.yq  are  no  Federal  improvements  within  the 
Cutler  drain  area.  However,  the  area  is  encompassed  by  works  of  the 
central  and  southern  Florida  project. 

Flood  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  flood  control  and  drainage  in 
the  Cutler  drain  area  which  has  experienced  eight  damaging  floods 
since  1946, 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  improvement  of  the  Cutler  drain  area  for  flood  control 
and  major  drainage  including  a  comiecting  canal  to  Snapper  Creek 
Canal  to  permit  diversion  of  fresh  water  supply  from  the  north. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1961). — 

Federal - $2,063,000 

Non-Federal -  2, 104,  000 


Total -  4, 167^  oqo 

Project  economics  (price  level  of  April  1961). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Primary  works: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$76, 800 

$75,900 

30,300 

$151,  700 
30,300 
36,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Loss  in  productivity  of  land  (economic  cost).. 

Total  primary  cost _ 

75,800 

106,200 

17,000 

217,000 

17,000 

Associated  work _ _ 

Total _ 

76, 800 

123,200 

234,000 

Aimual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

333,000 

1,017,000 

Increased  land  use _ 

Total _ 

1,360,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.8.  / 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  construct  and 
maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facilities;  provide  all  lands  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way ;  make  all  bridge,  road,  and  utility  reloca¬ 
tions  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches ;  hold  and  save  the  U.S. 
free  from  damage ;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel ;  and  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  the  completed  works. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  HEW,  PHS :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  finds  that  improvements  in  the  Cutler 
drain  area,  together  with  other  project  works  of  the  comprehensive 
central  and  southern  Florida  flood  control  plan,  for  flood  control  and 
major  drainage  are  needed  to  serve  the  rapidly  expanding  propulation 
and  the  economic  growth  of  this  area.  The  committe  notes  that  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  is  5.8  to  1  and  believes  the  project  to  be  amply  justi¬ 
fied.  The  committee  notes  the  requirement  in  the  recommendation  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  that  local  interests  shall  provide  at  their  own 
expense  lateral  drainage  facilities  needed  to  realize  the  benefits  from 
the  project.  Recognizing  that  in  accomplishing  necessary  drainage 
work,  there  may  be  participation  by  other  Federal  agencies  under 
authorizations  not  connected  with  this  project.  The  committe  con¬ 
siders  that  local  interests  will  be  permitted  to  construct  and  maintain 
tlie  necessary  associated  drainage  facilities  of  the  plan  with  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  other  Federal  and  local  conservation  programs. 

The  committe  has  noted  that  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  project 
planned  by  the  Chief  of  Enginers,  local  interests  proceeded  with  the 
construction  of  certain  features  which  are  essential  to  the  protection 
of  the  area.  Certain  parts  of  these  works  constitute  useful  parts  of 
the  overall  plan  of  protection.  Therefore,  the  committee  feels  that 
local  interest  should  receive  credit  for  work  carried  forward  and  that 
the  credit  should  be  consistent  with  the  cost-sharing  arrangements 
for  the  central  and  southern  Florida  flood  control  project.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  credit  would  not  exceed  $124,000. 

The  item  of  local  cooperation  in  the  report  plan  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  concerning  the  provision  of  lateral  drainage  facilities  by  local 
interests  at  their  own  expense  should  be  modified  to  permit  local  in¬ 
terests  to  construct  and  maintain  these  associated  works  with  the 
assistance  of  other  Federal  and  local  conservation  programs. 

FOUR  RIVER  BASINS,  FLORIDA 
(H.  Doc.  585,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  four  river  basins  in  this  report  consists  of  the  drain¬ 
age  areas  of  four  main  streams  in  central  and  southwest  peninsular 
Florida  which  rise  at  or  within  the  Green  Swamp  region  and  certain 
intervening  streams  on  the  west  coast  of  Florida.  The  four  rivers 
are  the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace  Rivers. 
The  city  of  Tampa  is  located  on  Hillsborough  River. 

Authority.- — Nine  resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  and  two  items  in  acts  of  Congress. 

Existing  project. — There  are  several  authorized  navigation  im¬ 
provements  including  the  Cross  Florida  Barge  Canal,  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  navigable  channels  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Withlacoochee 
and  Oklawaha  Rivers;  the  Pithlachascotee  River  from  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  to  Port  Richey,  Tampa  Harbor;  the  Oklawaha  River  to  Moss 
Bluff  Dam;  Withlacoochee  River;  Peace  River  and  Anclote  River. 
There  are  no  flood  control  projects  in  the  area. 

Flood  problem.— is  a  water  problem  because  of  flooding  and 
poor  drainage  during  wet  seasons  and  a  lack  of  water  during  dry 
seasons  to  adequately  meet  demands  for  agricultural  and  domestic 
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use.  Salt  water  enters  Lake  Tarpon  from  underground  and,  when 
the  lake  rises,  damages  surrounding  land. 

Recormnended  plan  of  improvement.— T\\g.  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  improvements  of  southwest  Florida,  drained  by  the  Hills¬ 
borough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  Peace,  Anclote,  and  Pithlachas- 
cotee  Eivers,  and  Lake  Tai'iDon  for  hood  control,  major  drainage,  and 
other  purposes. 

Esthnaied  cost  {price  level  of  October  1961). — 

Federal _ .530,  000 

Noil-Federal -  40,  250.  000 


Total -  99,  780,  000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Primary  work: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$2,201,000 

$1, 475, 000 
328,000 

$3, 676,000 
328,000 
601,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity  (economic  cost) _ 

Total  primary  work _ 

2, 201, 000 

1,803,000 

241,500 

4, 605,000 
241,500 

Associated  work _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

2,201,000 

2,044,500 

4, 846, 500 

Annual  benefits; 

Flood  damages  prevented _ _ 

2, 906, 000 
3,383,000 
528,000 
134,000 
87,000 

Increased  land  use _ _ 

Fish  and  wildlife  conservation _ _ 

Navigation _  .  . 

Kecreation _ _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . 

7,038,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation.— Locd\.  interests  are  rei^uired  to  contribute  14 
percent  of  the  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration 
presently  estimated  at  $8,930,000 ;  construct  and  maintain  associated 
lateral  drainage  facilities ;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of- 
way;  make  all  bridge,  road,  and  utility  relocations  except  railroad 
bridges  and  approaches;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damage;  preserve  outlet  waterways  needed  for  the  proposed  work; 
and  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works.  The  Southwest  Flor¬ 
ida  Water  Management  District  would  assume  responsibility  for  local 
cooperation. 

C omnne  tits  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Depatrment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
suggests  that  further  consideration  be  given  to  the  matter  of  a  local 
cash  contribution  toward  the  cost  of  the  project  for  benefits  to  recrea¬ 
tional  boating.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  the  cost  allocated  to 
fish  and  Avildlife  enhancement  features  in  projects  of  this  kind  be 
divided  equally  between  the  Federal  Government  and  local  interests. 
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Action  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.- — ^Tlie  Secretary  concurs  in 
tlie  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  recommends  that  the  local 
cash  contribution  be  17  percent,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at 
$10,700,000.  On  this  basis,  the  net  cost  of  this  work  to  the  United 
States  is  estimated  at  $57,760,000. 

Remarks.— proposed  project  would  be  designed  to  provide  pro¬ 
tection  to  agricultural  areas  from  floods  which  occur  once  in  10  years. 
Works  in  the  Hillsborough  Eiver  Basin,  including  the  Tampa  bypass, 
would  be  designed  to  safely  pass  a  l-in-200-year  flood  to  give  adequate 
protection  to  the  concentrated  urban  development  at  Tampa.  Large 
benefits  would  accrue  to  the  project  in  the  prevention  of  flood  damages 
and  enabling  higher  and  more  extensive  use  of  areas  now  subject  to 
flooding.  There  are  considerable  benefits  attributable  to  collateral 
uses  such  as  navigation  and  recreation ;  conservation  of  wildlife,  wa¬ 
ter,  and  soil  i-esources ;  and  improvement  of  ground  water  levels. 

The  committee  finds  that  certain  cost  sharing  would  be  warranted 
in  this  particular  case  because  of  the  local  flood  protection  aspects  of 
the  project.  The  Secretai'y  of  the  Army  has  recommended,  based  on 
views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  additional  cost  sharing  in  the  work 
because  of  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  and  recreational  boating. 
T]\e  committee  concurs  in  this  recommendation  at  this  time.  The  net 
Federal  cost  of  the  project  would  be  $57,760,000. 

CHUNKY  CREEK,  CHICKASAWHAY  AND  PASCAGOULA  RUTERS,  MISS. 

(H.  Doc.  549,  87th  Cong.) 

_  Location. — The  Pascagoula  River  drains  most  of  southeast  Missis¬ 
sippi  and  a  small  part  of  southwest  Alabama,  covering  an  area  of  9,700 
square  miles.  It  discharges  into  the  Gulf  of  IMexico  at  Pascagoula, 
Miss. 

Authority. — This  report  is  in  full  response  to  section  11  of  tlie  Flood 
Control  Act  adopted  Jidy  24,  1946,  and  to  the  Plouse  Committee  on 
Public  Works  resolution  adopted  June  26,  1952. 

Existing  project. — Sowashee  Creek  channel  at  Meridian,  Miss., 
was  improved  for  flood  control  in  1955  under  general  congressional 
authority  for  construction  of  small  flood  control  projects,  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $142,600. 

Flood  problem,. — Okatibbee  and  Chunky  Creeks  join  to  form  the 
Chickasawhay  Eii^er  which  flows  164  miles  to  join  the  Leaf  River 
and  form  the  Pascagoula  River.  There  is  a  serious  flood  problem  along 
Okatibbee  Creek  for  37  miles  above  its  mouth  and  along  the  18-mile 
upstream  reach  of  the  Chickasawhay  River.  The  total  flood  plain 
covers  27,000  acres,  of  which  650  acres  are  urban. 

Recommended  plan  of  improxiement. — A  reservoir  located  38  miles 
above  the  mouth  of  Okatibbee  Creek  and  7  miles  northwest  of  Merid¬ 
ian,  for  flood  control,  recreation  (both  general  and  fish  ancl  wildlife), 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply.  Gross  storage  would  be 
109,800  acre-feet,  with  80,600  acre- feet  for  flood  control,  8,500  acre-feet 
for  water  supply  and  recreation,  and  the  balance  for  secliment  accumu¬ 
lation.  The  flood  control  storage  would  provide  partial  protection  as 
far  as  18  miles  downstream  along  the  Chicasawhay  River.  The  water 
supply  storage  would  provide  a  dependable  yield  of  25  million  gallons 
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daily.  Basic  facilities  for  public  access  and  use  of  the  project  area 

would  be  provided.  ,  ^ 

Esthnated  cost  {price  level  of  1961). — Federal  ^  $6p 40,000. 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges  (Federal) : 

Interest  and  amortization - $210,  ^ 

Maintenance  and  operation -  60, 000 

Total _  270, 000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control - 

General  recreation - 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation - 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 

Total _  394,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish,  prior  to  construction,  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will :  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  from  water  rights  claims  result¬ 
ing  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  project ;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  and  obstruction  of  downstream  channels  which  would  adversely 
affect  operation  of  the  project;  and  pay  the  United  States,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  as  amended,  the  entire  amount 
of  the  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  presently  estimated 
at  $1  million,  and  the  entire  amount  of  oiieration,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  presently  estimated  at 
$3,000  aimually,  the  final  amounts  to  be  determined  after  actual  costs 
are  known.  The  city  of  Meridian  has  assured  that  they  will  cooperate 
in  the  development  of  plans  and,  upon  approval  of  construction  by 
Congress  or  when  plans  are  completed,  will  make  a  firm  determination 
of  the  extent  the  city  could  participate  in  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Mississippi :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  project,  it  would  be  reevaluated  in  the  light  of  the 
administration’s  standards  and  policies,  pertaining  to  recreation, 
applicable  at  that  time. 

Remarks. — The  area  long  Okatibbee  Creek  and  Chicasawhay  River 
is  subject  to  frequent  flooding.  The  proposed  dam  on  Okatibbee  Creek 


'  Includes  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  of  $1,000,000  to  be  reimbursed  In 
accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958. 


159,000 
125,000 
60,000 
50,  000 
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AviHikl  pro\'ide  partial  protection  for  approximately  26,850  acres,  of 
which  650  acres  are  urban  and  26,200  acres  are  rural.  The  urban  areas 
contain  132  dwellings,  18  small  business  and  service  establislunents,  a 
textile  mill,  and  a  Federal  fish  hatchery.  The  average  annual  flood 
damages  in  the  area  amount  to  $227,800  of  which  a  substantial  part 
would  be  prevpted  by  the  improvements.  The  water  demands  of  the 
city  of  Meridian  are  estimated  to  increase  from  5.5  million  gallons 
per  day  in  1960  to  25  million  gallons  per  day  by  the  year  2015.  Okatib- 
bee  Creek  Resemmir  would  provide  a  water  supply  storage  of  8,500 
acre-feet  to  meet  the  expanding  needs  of  Meridian  as  well  as  provide 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits.  The  committee  considers  the 
project  is  amply  justified  and  is  a  key  unit  in  the  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Pascagoula  River  iBasin. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  DELTA  AT  AND  BELOW  NEAV  ORLEANS.  nV. 

(H.  Doc.  550,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tim  study  area  coi'ered  in  this  report  is  in  the  coastal 
region  of  Louisiana.  It  includes  the  lands  subject  to  inundation  by 
hurricane  tides  extending  on  both  banks  of  the  Mississippi  Rii-er  from 
the  vicinity  of  New  Orleans  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  from  the  south 
shore  of  Lake  Borgne  and  Chandeleur  Sound  to  Barataria  Bay. 

Authority.— PwhliQ,  Law  Tl,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  June  15, 
105.5.  ’ 

Existing  'project. — The  main  river  levees  which  are  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  project  “Flood  control,  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries,”  range 
in  elevation  on  the  east  bank  from  24  feet  mean  sea  level  at  New 
Orleans  to  14  feet  at  Bohemia,  La.,  and  on  the  ivest  bank  from  24  feet 
opposite  New  Orleans  to  9  feet  at  Venice,  La.  These  levees  have  not 
been  overtopped  from  the  riverside  by  hurricane  tides  since  they  Avere 
constructed  to  present  grades. 

Flood  proFlem. — During  the  period  of  recorded  history  of  Louis¬ 
iana,  151  known  hurricanes  or  tropical  storms  have  struck  or  threat¬ 
ened  the  State.  There  have  been  12  hurricaiTes  Avhich  caused  major 
dfimages  and  10  hurricanes  or  tropical  storms  causing  minor  damages 
Avithin  the  study  area  since  1893. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Prevention  of  hurricane 
tidal  damages  by  increasing  the  heights  of  the  existing  back  levees 
and  modifying  the  existing  drainage  facilities  Avhere  necessary  in  four 
separate  reaches  consisting  of  the  west  bank  for  about  15  miles  between 
City  of  Price  and  Empire  (design  grade  13.5) ;  the  Avest  bank  for  about 
21  miles  between  Empire  and  Venice  and  Avith  such  modifications  of 
the  main  levee  as  may  be  required  (design  grade  13.5)  ;  the  east  bank 
for  about  16  miles  betAveen  Phoenix  and  Bohemia  (design  grade  13 
and  14)  ;  and  the  east  bank  for  about  8  miles  betAveen  Violet  and 
Verret  (design  grade  12). 
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Estwiated  cost. — 

Federal _ $7,502,000 

Non-Federal _ _  3,  216,  000 


Total _ 10,718,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replacements . 

$226, 200 

$124, 500 
6, 500 
5,400 

$350, 700 
5, 500 
5,  400 

Total..  _  _ 

226,200 

135, 400 

361,600 

801,000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ 

Benef-t-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way,  including  borrow  areas  and  spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $772,000 ; 
{h)  accomplish  all  necessary  alterations  and  relocations  to  roads,  pipe¬ 
lines,  cables,  wharves,  and  other  facilities  requii'ed  by  the  construction 
of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $600,000 ;  (c)  bear  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $3,216,000 ;  to  con¬ 
sist  of  the  items  listed  in  subparagraphs  {a)  and  (&)  above  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $1,844,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior 
to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  sched¬ 
ules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  or,  as  a  substitute  for  any 
part  of  the  cash  contribution,  accomplish  in  accordance  with  approved 
construction  schedules  items  of  work  of  equivalent  value  as  deter- 
mmed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to 
be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  {d)  hold 
and  save  the  United  Stqtes  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  (e)  Maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army : 
(/)  prevent  any  encroachment  on  ponding  areas  unless  substitiite 
storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  is  provided  promptly;  and 
{g)  at  least  annually,  notify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not 
provide  complete  protection  from  tidal  flooding  and  that  further  local 
actions  must  be  taken  during  hurricane  emergencies. 

Comments  of  the  State  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget'.  No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  hurricane  “Flossy”  in  Sep¬ 
tember  1956  caused  damages  of  about  $6  million  in  the  Mississi]q)i 
River  Delta  and  that  a  recurrence  of  tlie  September  29. 1915,  hurricane 
would  cause  in  excess  of  $21  million  under  present  development  of  the 
area.  Some  protection  is  provided  by  the  Mississippi  River  levees. 
The  trend  in  land  use  is  presently  from  agricultural  to  industrial  due  to 
the  increase  in  development  of  offshore  petroleum  I’esources.  The  pro- 
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jx)^d  plan  of  improvement  is  well  justified  and  the  local  cooperation 
IS  in  accord  with  the  previously  authorized  projects  for  protection 
against  hurricane  tides. 

RED  RIVER  IN  NATCHITOCHES  AND  RED  RIVER  PARISHES,  LA. 

(H.  Doc.  476,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  tlu’ee  projects  considered  are  located  on  the  Red 
River  in  central  Louisiana  in  the  vicinity  of  the  town  of  Natchitoches. 
The  areas  concerned  are  primarily  agricultural. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  dated 
March  11,  1957,  and  June  20,  1957;  House  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  dated  April  21,  1950;  and  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  resolution  dated  February  25,  1938  (partial  response). 

Existing  'project. — Denison  Dam  on  Red  River  at  mile  734;  Red 
River  below  Denison  Dam  in  Arkansas,  Oklahoma,  Texas,  and  Louisi¬ 
ana,  which  provides  for  construction  of  reservoirs ;  Bayou  Pierre,  La., 
which  provides  for  improvement  of  its  lower  30  miles ;  East  Point,  La., 
which  jirovides  for  construction  of  flood  protection  works  in  Loggy 
Bayou  to  the  Coushatta  Bayou  area;  and  the  Overton-Red  River 
Waterway,  La.,  which  provides  for  construction  of  a  channel  206  miles 
long  and  9  feet  deep  to  extend  from  Mississippi  River  mile  301  to 
Shreveport,  La. 

Flood  prohlem. — Three  small  agricultural  areas  have  been  subjected 
to  flooding  from  the  Red  River,  Red  River  backwater  and  local  run¬ 
off.  The  areas  considered  for  protection  were:  Bayou  Nicholas  and 
Coushatta,  Lake  End  to  mouth  of  Bayou  Pierre,  and  the  Campti- 
Clarence  area. 

Reromme'nded  plan  of  impro'oe'ment ;  Bayou  Nicholas  Basin  and 
Co'oshatta. — Construct  a  ring  levee  system  with  one  section  extending 
from  the  bluff  north  of  Highway  84  across  Bayou  Nicholas  to  the 
natural  high  Red  River  bank.  A  second  segment  would  run  from  the 
high  bank  a  short  distance  downstream  to  tie  into  the  embankment 
of  the  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway.  A  culvert  would  provide  for 
local  drainage. 

(I a'm'pti-Glarence  area. — A  ring  levee  extending  from  Campti  along 
Red  River  to  Saline  Bayou,  thence  along  the  west  bank  of  the  Bayou 
to  Chivery  Dam,  thence  westward  to  the  hill  line  southwest  of  Clear 
Lake.  A  saddle  dike  would  be  required  about  4  miles  east  of  Campti. 
The  levee  would  be  about  32  miles  long  and  average  7.5  feet  in  height. 
Seven  gated  pipe  culverts  and  landside  ditches  would  be  required  for 
interior  drainage,  in  addition  to  clearing  and  snagging  of  al)out  11 
miles  of  Bourbeaux  Bayou,  closure  of  Bourbeaux  Bayou  near  Chivery 
Dam,  and  enlargement  of  5  miles  of  Chevreuille  Bayou  to  iirovide 
a  new  outlet  for  Bourbeaux  Bayou. 

Estimo.ted  cost  {price  level  of  ApEl  1960). — 


Bayou 

Nicholas 

Campti- 

Clarence 

Federal _ 

$55, 000 
6, 000 

Non-Federal _ 

220, 000 

Total _  _ 

61, 000 

1, 513, 000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

.\nnual  charges: 

Campti-Clarence  area: 

.$40,  477 

$19,225 

7,080 

882 

1,430 

5,942 

$59,702 

7,080 

4,316 

1,430 

6,706 

3,434 

764 

44,675 

34, 559 

79,234 

Bayou  Nicholas  Basin  and  Coushatta: 

1,988 

279 

43 

190 

2,267 

43 

190 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

1,98.8 

512 

2,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Campti-Clarence  area: 

61,400 

35,700 

97, 100 

2,700 

Bayou  Nicholas  Basin  and  Coushatta  flood  damages 

Ben^ft-cost  ratio. — Nicholas  Basin  and  Coushatta,  1.1;  Campti- 
Clarence,  1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Fiu’nish  lands,  easements,  and  I’ights-of-way ; 
make  necessary  relocations;  maintain  and  operate;  hold  and  save 
United  States  free  from  damag-es;  prevent  encroachment  on  improved 
channels;  and  organize  drainage  district. 

Comments  of  States  and  F ederal  agencies.— 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— objection. 

Remarks. — Subsequent  to  transmission  of  the  report  to  Congress, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  approved  a  flood  protection  project  for  Bayou 
Nicholas  (Coushatta,  La.),  under  the  special  small  project  program 
authorized  by  section  205  of  the  1948  Flood  Control  Act  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  685,  84th  Congress.  Accordingly,  no  additional  au¬ 
thorization  is  required  for  construction  of  this  project. 

\TNCE  AND  LITTI.,E  VINCE  BAYOUS,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  441,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  watershed  of  Vince  Bayou  and  its  tributary,  Little 
Vince  Bayou,  lies  in  Harris  County,  Tex.,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Houston. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
July  1,  1958. 

Existing  project.— are  no  Federal  improvements  for  flood 
control  in  the.  Vince  Bayou  watershed. 

Flood  prohlem. — Floods  in  this  densely  urbanized  area  are  caused 
by  thunderstorms,  general  storms,  and  torrential  rainfall  associated 
with  hurricanes  and  otlier  tropical  disturbances.  At  least  six  major 
floods  have  occurred  since  1928.  Average  annual  damages  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $253,000. 
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Recommended  imfrovements. — Channel  improvement  of  Vince 
Bayou  from  the  mouth  (at  Houston  Ship  Channel)  upstream  about 
7.3  miles,  and  of  Little  Vince  Bayou  from  the  mouth  upstream  about 
4.2  miles.  Improved  channels  would  have  bottom  widths  of  10  and  15 
feet  in  concrete-lined  sections  and  20  to  50  feet  in  unlined,  earth 
sections. 

Estimated  cost  {J  anuary  1961  prices). — 

Federal _ $2, 224,  000 

Non-Pederal -  l’  956,’  000 

Total -  4, 180,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$83,300 

0 

$90, 000 
27, 000 

$173, 300 
27. 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total. _ _ _ _  „ 

83, 300 

117,000 

200, 300 
237, 000 

Annual  benefits;  Flood  damase  prevention _ 

Bene-jit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  areas ;  bear  costs  of  all  necessary  alterations  and  reloca¬ 
tions  of  utilities  except  railroad  bridges;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  project;  prohibit 
encroachments  on  flood-carrying  capacity  of  channels.  Local  interests 
agree. 

Comm-ents  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— committee  observes  that  this  is  a  worthy  project  for 
flood  protection  in  a  highly  developed  and  concentrated  urban  area. 
A  high  percentage  of  the  construction  cost  is  non-Federal,  and  the 
fact  that  local  interests  are  willing  to  bear  a  high  percentage  of  costs 
indicates  a  strong  local  desire  and  need  for  the  project. 

HURRICANE  SURVEY  OF  PORT  ARTHUR  AND  VICINITY,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  505,  87th  Gong.) 

Location. — Port  Arthur  is  located  on  the  west  shore  of  Lake  Sabine 
in  the  extreme  southeast  corner  of  Texas,  about  14  miles  from  the  GuU 
of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  jyroject. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  projects  for  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  in  the  Port  Arthur  area.  Local  interests  have  con¬ 
structed  a  system  of  earth  levees  and  seawalls  for  storm  tide  protection 
for  the  older  portions  of  the  developed  area. 

Flood  problem. — Occurrence  of  a  severe  hurricane  in  the  vicinity  of 
Port  Arthur  would  overtop  the  existing  improvements  and  cause  ex- 
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tensive  damages  to  residential  and  industrial  property.  Also  con¬ 
siderable  development  has  occurred  in  the  low  coastal  lands  outside  the 
existing  protection  system. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  enlarging, 
strengthening,  and  extending  the  existing  levees  and  seawall  to  protect 
witli  a  single  enclosure  about  37,000  acres  of  Port  Arthur,  Groves, 
Lakeview,  Pear  Ridge,  and  Grilling  Park,  and  intervening  areas.  Two 
separate  industrial  areas  south  of  Taylors  Bayou  would  be  protected  by 
I’ing  levees.  Additional  pumping  capacity  for  interior  drainage  would 
be  provided. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Septeniber  1961 ) . — 

Federal - $23,  380,  000- 

Non-Federal -  10,  020,  000 


Total -  33,  400,  OOO 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charp:es: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$710, 000 

$,S40, 000 
100, 000 

$1,050,000 
100, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

710, 000 

440,000 

1, 150, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

6, 388, 000 
122,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ _ _ 

6, 510, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas;  make  alterations  and  relocations  of 
buildings,  pipelines  and  iitilities;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  project 
cost  to  include  the  above  items  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $9,330,000,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined ;  hold  and  save  tlie  United 
States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  all  works;  and  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  on  the  ponding  areas  that  would  reduce  the  ca¬ 
pacity  unless  such  is  offset  by  additional  pumping  capacity.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

G omments  of  the  Plate  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Departmnt  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

C omment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Rema.rhs. — The  recommended  plan  of  improvement  will  protect  a 
re^sidential  and  industrial  area  with  a  population  of  about  95,000 
which  has  developed  on  the  low  coastal  land  north  of  Lake  Sabine. 
Extensive  petroleum  processing  and  petrochemical  industries  are  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  area.  The  existing  protective  system  constructed  by  local 
interests  is  inadequate  and  protects  only  the  older  developments.  The 
improvement  would  provide  a  high  degree  of  protection  to  a  highly 
developed  area.  The  committee  considers  the  project  exceiitionallv 
well  justified. 
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HURRICANE  SURVEY  OF  FREEPORT  AND  VICINITY,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  495,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Freeport,  Tex.,  is  located  at  the  mouth  of  the  Brazos 
Fiver  about  43  miles  southwest  of  Galveston. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  j/roject. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  or  hurricane  protection 
project  at  Freeport.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  system  of  le¬ 
vees  to  protect  the  area  between  the  Brazos  Fiver  and  Oyster  Creek 
from  ocean  surges.  Also  the  Freeport  Harbor  project  provides  for 
diversion  of  the  Brazos  Fiver  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  southwest  of  the 
original  river  mouth,  a  dam  at  the  point  of  diversion  together  with  a 
levee  along  the  diversion  channel,  and  a  deep-draft  channel  in  the  old 
river  together  with  jetties  at  the  entrance  and  turning  basins  in  the 
harbor. 

Flood  prohlem. — Occurrence  of  severe  storm  tides  in  excess  of  10 
feet  can  overtop  the  existing  protection  system  at  Ioav  points  with  sub¬ 
sequent  inundation  of  large  residential  and  industrial  areas. 

Recommeruled  plan  of  improvement. — Faising  and  enlarging  about 
40  miles  of  existing  levee  and  the  construction  of  nearly  5  miles  of 
levee  along  Oyster  Creek  to  extend  the  existing  levee  to  high  ground 
near  Lake  Barbara  together  with  the  necessary  extension  of  existing 
drainage  structures  and  road  ramps.  Also,  the  construction  of  two 
pumping  plants  for  disposal  of  interior  runoff. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1961 ) . — 

Federal - $.3,  780, 000 

Non- Federal -  1,  620,  000 


Total _  5,  400,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$140,000 

$63,000 
30, 000 

$203,000 

30,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ — _ 

140,000 

93,000 

233,000 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented _ 

967,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas;  make  alterations  and  relocations  of 
buildings,  utilities  and  other  structures;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total 
project  cost,  to  include  the  above  items  and  a  cash  contribution  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $1,545,000,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be 
made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined ;  hold  and  save 
the  LTnited  States  free  from  damages ;  maintain  and  operate  after  com¬ 
pletion  ;  and  prevent  encroachment  on  the  ponding  areas  unless  such 
is  offset  by  additional  pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 
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Commen.ts  of  ^tate  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  plan  of  improvement  would  provide  pro¬ 
tection  to  an  urban  and  industrial  area  that  has  a  population  of  about 
33,000  against  a  hurricane  tide  of  about  the  magnitude  of  Carla  in 
1961.  The  conunittee  notes  that  part  of  the  area  is  undeveloped  and 
pastureland  but  that  most  of  this  is  expected  to  be  developed  in  the 
future,  even  without  protection,  so  that  no  land-enhancement  benefits 
were  credited  to  the  improvement.  The  committee  considers  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  local  cooperation  fair  and  equitable  and  in  accordance 
with  existing  policy  for  projects  of  this  nature. 

EAST  FORK  OP  TRINITY  RIVER,  TEX. 

(House  Doc.  554,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  East  Fork  Basin  of  the  Trinity  Eiver  lies  a  few 
miles  east  of  Dallas,  Tex. 

Authoidty. —Rq^oIwUow  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Eepresentatives,  adopted  May  15, 1957. 

Existing  'project. — Eavon  Dam  and  Eeservoir  at  river  mile  55.9,  for 
flood  control  and  water  supply  storage,  is  the  only  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  in  the  watershed.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  com¬ 
pleted  about  100  detention  reservoirs  in  the  basin  and  local  interests 
have  constructed  some  levees  downstream  from  Lavon  Dam. 

Flood  Channel  capacity  of  the  river  below  Lavon  Dam 

diminishes  to  about  500  cubic  feet  per  second  in  the  lower  10-mile 
reach,  which  is  insufficient  for  uncontrolled  runoff  below  Lavon  Dam. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  of  Lavon  Ees¬ 
ervoir  to  provide  an  additional  263,300  acre-feet  of  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  storage  and  channel  enlargement  and  raising 
and  straightening  existing  levees  below  the  proposed  Forney  Dam 
site  (to  be  built  bv  city  of  Dallas)  at  mile  31.8  to  the  mouth. 

E stimated  cost  {'price  level  of  J'ld'g  1961) . — 


Reservoir 

enlarge¬ 

ment 

Channel  and 
levee  Im¬ 
provement 

Total 

Federal . 

$16,700,000 

$7,060,000 

380,000 

$23, 760,000 
380,000 

Non-Federal . 

Total _ _ _ 

16, 700, 000 

7, 440,000 

24, 140, 000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoir  enlargement: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$630, 300 
8,200 

$030, 300 
8,200 

638, 500 

638, 500 

Levee  and  channel: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

255, 800 

$14, 800 
20, 000 

270, 600 
20,000 

Total . . — _ _ _ 

255,800 

34,800 

290,600 

Annual  benefits: 

Reservoir  enlargement: 

1, 005, 000 
300,000 

1, 305, 000 

386, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — -Reservoir  enlargement,  2.0;  channel  and  levee, 

1.3. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Reservoir  enlargement :  Make  demands  for 
use  of  water  supply  storage  so  that  allocated  costs  will  be  repaid 
within  project  life,  such  costs  presently  estimated  at  85.1  percent  of 
the  total  constiniction  cost,  amounting  to  $14,215,000,  and  80.5  percent 
of  the  additional  annual  maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replace¬ 
ment  costs,  amounting  to  $6,600,  with  such  modification  in  these 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  adjustments  in  the  storage 
capacity  for  water  supply  and  other  purposes;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  all  water  rights  claims,  (b)  Ijevee  and 
channel:  Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  all  relocations  and 
alterations  to  highways,  highway  bridges  (except  underpinning), 
utilities,  buildings,  pipelines,  interior  drainage  facilities,  and  other 
structures  (except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches) ;  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  on  the  improved  channels  and  floodway;  and  maintain 
and  operate.  Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are  willing  and  able 
to  meet  these  conditions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Comm.ents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  plan  of  improvement  would  provide  a  sub¬ 
stantial  and  valuable  increase  in  the  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  storage  available  from  the  existing  Federal  project.  Also  it 
would  provide  a  higher  degree  of  flood  protection  to  agTicultural  land 
downstream  from  the  city  of  Dallas’  F orney  Dam  site.  Ijocal  interests 
have  expressed  their  willingness  to  pay  the  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  storage  as  well  aS  the  costs  associated  with  the  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  measures.  The  committee  believes  the  improvement  is  well 
justified  and  urgently  needed. 
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FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  454,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  Clear  Fork  of  Trinity  River,  a  tributary  to  the  West 
Fork  in  and  near  the  city  of  Fort  Worth. 

Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 

June  27, 1957. 

Existing  projects. — Benbrook  Reservoir  on  Clear  Fork  for  flood 
control  and  water  supply  constructed  by  corps ;  existing  Fort  Worth 
floodway  extending  13  miles  along  West  Fork  and  1.6  miles  on  Clear 
Fork;  authorized  6.5-mile  extension  of  existing  floodway  on  West 
Fork.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  completed  and  planned 
numerous  small  reservoirs  in  the  headwaters  reaches. 

Flood  problem. — Existing  property  values  in  the  Clear  Fork  flood 
plain  are  in  excess  of  $32  million.  May  1949  flood  was  largest  of 
record.  Reoccurrence  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $4,3^00,000. 
Last  major  flood  occurred  in  1957.  Average  annual  damages  under 
existing  conditions,  $375,000. 

Recommended  improvements. — Extend  existing  floodway  upstream 
on  Clear  Fork  a  distance  of  about  6.5  miles;  provide  levee  protection 
in  two  areas. 

Estimated  cost  {January  1960  prices) . — 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


Total -  q2Q,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

interest  and  amortization  ___ 

$193, 800 

0 

$149, 000 
59,900 

$342, 800 
59, 900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total . . 

193, 800 

208,900 

402,700 
886, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damage  prevention- . 

$5, 148,  000 
2,  878,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation.—Fwvm^h.  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  peas ;  bear  costs  of  all  necessary  alterations  and  reloca- 
tions  of  utilities  except  railroad  bridges;  hold  and  save  the  United 
btates  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  project;  prohibit 
encroachments  on  flood-carrying  capacity  of  channel.  Local  inter¬ 
ests  agree. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

6  omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.  This  project  is  a  worthy  added  segment  to  the  existing 
and  authorized  works  of  improvement  for  flood  control  in  the  Fort 
Worth  area.  The  project  would  protect  highly  valuable  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  flood  plain,  and  is  clearly  a  needed  project  as  evidenced 
by  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2.2. 
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CLEAR  FORK  OF  BRAZOS  RIVER,  ABII.ENE  AREA,  TEX. 


(H.  Doc.  506,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Elm  Creek,  together  Avitli  several  of  its  tributaries, 
courses  through  the  city  of  Abilene,  and  joins  the  Clear  Fork  of 
the  Brazos.  Abilene  is  about  150  miles  west  of  Fort  Worth,  in  north- 
central  Texas. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
July  29,  1953. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Urban  flood  plain  at  Abilene  is  in  excess  of  7,300' 
acres  with  improvements  valued  at  $139  million.  Average  annual 
damages  under  existing  conditions  estimated  at  $1,067,000. 

Recoinmended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  essentially 
of  straightening  and  enlarging  36  miles  of  existing  channel;  paving 
7.9  miles  of  the  enlarged  channel;  clearing  and  snagging  5.4  miles  of 
channel;  constructing  2.3  miles  of  diversion  dike;  constructing,  re¬ 
placing,  or  modifying  33  highway  bridges,  5  railroad  bridges,  19  mul¬ 
tiple-box  culverts,  and  7  low-water  crossings. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961 ) . — 


Federal _ 

Non- Federal. 


$31,  200,  000 
7,  400,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


38,  6(K),  000 


Federal 

Mon-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 

$946, 500 

$371, 100 
52,000 

$1, 317, 600 
52,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement 

Total.-.. . . . 

946,  500 

423, 100 

1, 369, 600 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damaee  prevention 

2, 218, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spod-disposal  areas;  bear  costs  of  all  necessary  alterations  and  reloca¬ 
tions  of  utilities  except  railroads ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages ;  prohibit  yncroachments  on  improved  channels ;  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  the  project.  Local  interests  agree. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

C OTrwneTits  of  the  Bv/jreau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Renmrks.  This  project  would  protect  a  large  urban  area  with  flood 
plain  improvements  valued  at  nearly  $140  million.  Average  annual 
damages  under  existing  conditions  are  estimated  in  excess  of  $1  mil¬ 
lion.  The  committee  believes  this  to  be  a  very  worthy  project. 
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ALAMOGORDO,  N.  MKX. 

(H.  Doc.  473,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Alamogordo  is  located  near  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Tula- 
rosa  closed  basin  in  south-central  New  Mexico  about  85  miles  north¬ 
east  of  El  Paso,  Tex. 

Authority. — Section  206  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  3, 
1958. _ 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the  basin. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  two  separate  channel  and  levee  sys¬ 
tems  which  are  inadequate  for  overall  protection. 

Flood  prohlevi. — Thunderstorms  over  the  canyons  and  arroyos,  in 
the  Sacramento  Mountains,  east  of  Alamogordo,  generate  high  flows 
of  short  duration  which  spread  over  large  sections  of  the  city. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
about  6%  miles  of  divereion  chaimel  along  the  eastern  city  limits  with 
a  levee  on  the  side  toward  the  city,  nearly  1  mile  of  channel  improve¬ 
ment  in  Billiard  Draw  north  of  the  city,  replacement  of  one  railroad 
bridge,  construction  of  three  highway  bridges,  and  with  necessary 
alteration  or  modification  at  existing  railroad  and  highway  bridges. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961) . — 

, - ?2, 040,  000 

Non-Federal -  450_  qoo 

Total -  2,  490,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  _ 

$59,  600 

$15, 800 
5,000 

$75,  400 
5,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration _ 

Total . . . . 

59,600 

20, 800 

80,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

101, 100 
7,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ _ 

108, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  a.nd  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  alter¬ 
ations  to  existing  improvements,  other  than  railroads;  pi’event  en¬ 
croachment  on  the  diversion  channel ;  prevent  encroachment  in  exist¬ 
ing  drainage  channels  within  the  city ;  maintain  and  operate  the  works, 
except  for  the  opening  under  the  Holloman  railroad  spur.  Locu,! 
interests  indicated  they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  these 
requirements. 

G onn/ments  of  the  State  arul Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Connnerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Mexico :  Favorable 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Alamogordo  is  a  trading  center  for  an  area  wdiich  in¬ 
cludes  the  military  installations  at  the  White  Sands  Missile  Base  and 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base.  The  recommended  improvement  would 
I'educe  the  annual  flood  damages  in  an  urban  area  with  a  population 
of  more  than  20,000,  and  permit  increased  utilization  of  some  land 
in  the  protected  area.  The  committee  considers  this  project  econom¬ 
ically  justified  and  recommends  its  adoption. 

RIO  GRANDE  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  LAS  CRUCES,  N.  MEX. 

(S.  Doc.  117,  S7tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Las  Cruces  is  on  the  east  side  of  the  Kio  Grande  in  south- 
central  New  Mexico  about  45  miles  northwest  of  El  Paso,  Tex. 

Authority.— R%so\\xt\oi\  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  July  20, 1954. 

Existing  project. — No  specific  Federal  flood  control  project  for  Las 
Cruces.  The  existing  Caballo  Eeservoir  on  the  Eio  Grande  about  60 
miles  upstream,  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation  and  the 
channel  and  levee  improvements  on  the  mainstem  of  the  Eio  Grande 
constructed  by  the  International  Boundary  and  IVater  Commission, 
pixivide  flood  protection  to  agricultural  land  in  Mesilla  Valley  includ¬ 
ing  Las  Cruces.  iVlso,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  constructed 
detention  dams  well  u])stream  on  arroyos  entering  Las  Cruces. 

Flood  problem. — Storm  runoff  fi-om  the  mountains  east  of  Las 
Cruces  debauches  onto  the  valley  where  it  spreads  and  is  trapped  by 
man-made  obstructions  and  natural  depressions,  particularly  in  Las 
Cruces,  until  it  finds  outlets  over  the  highly  developed  valley  floor. 

Recominemled  plan  of  improvement. — One  large  detention  reservoir 
about  3  miles  long  and  69  feet  high  Avith  a  capacity  of  12,500  acre-feet 
near  the  eastern  edge  of  the  city,  together  with  an  outlet  channel  to  the 
Eio  Grande,  and  a  small  detention  dam  with  a  capacity  of  nearly  170 
acre-feet  on  Campus  Arroyo  to  protect  the  university. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  I960) . — 

Federal - $3,3.50,000 

Noil-Federal -  536,  000 


Total -  3,  886,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$123, 900 

$25. 700 
8,600 

$149,  600 
8,  600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

123, 900 

34. 300 

158,  200 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

215, 500 
7,800 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

223, 300 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furiiisli  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  maintain 
and  operate  after  completion,  make  alteration  to  existing  improve¬ 
ments,  except  railroads ;  prevent  encroachment  upon  the  outlet  channel 
from  Las  Unices  Dam  to  maintain  a  capacity  of  275  cubic  feet  per 
second;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing  capacity  of  Campus 
Arroyo  from  Campus  Dam  to  the  sewage  disposal  plant ;  and  prevent 
encroachment,  other  than  natural  sediment  deposit,  on  the  reservoir 
storage  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness- 
and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Cojnmsnts  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce ;  Favorable. 

F ederal  Power  Commission  :  F avorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Mexico :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  cognizant  of  the  nature  of  the  flood 
problem  at  Las  Cruces  and  the  flashy  nature  of  the  flows  that  originate 
in  the  Organ  Mountains  to  the  east.  The  proposed  detention  dams  on 
Las  Cruces,  Alameda,  and  Campus  Arroyo  would  prevent  most  of 
the  flood  damages  in  the  city.  The  project  is  considered  to  be  needed 
and  justified  on  the  basis  of  existing  policy  with  respect  to  cost  alloca¬ 
tion  between  the  Fedei'al  Government  and  local  interests. 

CITY  or  RTJSSELL\TLLE,  ARK. 

( Sewage  treatment  facilities) 

Location. — The  city  of  Russellville  is  located  about  5  miles 
northeast  of  the  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam. 

Existing  facilities.- — The  city  maintains  and  operates  a  primary 
sewage  treatment  plant  northwest  of  the  developed  city  area.  The 
plant  was  constructed  in  1951  and  1952  and  is  designed  for  an  average 
daily  flow  of  1,590,000  gallons.  Normally,  the  primary  effluent  flows 
by  gravity  outfall  line  into  Prairie  Creek  west  of  the  treatment  plant. 
However,  during  times  of  high  water  it  is  necessary  to  pump  the 
effluent.  During  dry  seasons  the  only  flow  in  Prairie  Creek  near  its 
mouth  is  the  primary  sewage  effluent  which  results  in  a  nuisance  and 
a  health  hazard.  Prairie  Creek  empties  into  Illinois  Bayou,  a  tribu¬ 
tary  of  the  Arkansas  River.  The  treatment  plant  is  overloaded  and 
operational  difficulties  cause  it  to  be  out  of  service  for  extended  pe¬ 
riods.  Because  of  these  conditions  the  city,  prior  to  the  present 
time,  has  considered  expansion  of  its  present  sewage  collection  system 
to  handle  present  population  needs  more  adequately. 

E xisting  flood  co^itions. — The  low  area  northwest  of  the  city  and 
bordering  the  city  property  are  subject  to  frequent  flooding  from  Illi¬ 
nois  Bayou  under  natural  conditions.  Also,  flooding  in  the  down¬ 
town  area  caused  by  rapid  runoff  from  the  Prairie  Creek  watershed 
in  an  inadequate  channel  has  resulted  in  extensive  damages  in  the 
past.  The  flood  of  August  1957  occurred  during  low  stages  of  the 
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Illinois  Bayou  and,  therefore,  was  a  direct  result  of  Prairie  Creek 
runotr  and  caused  damages  estimated  at  $140,000.  With  Dardanelle 
Dam  in  operation  and  reservoir  level  at  338  mean  sea  level  (top  of 
power  pool),  and  without  a  protective  dike,  a  portion  of  the  city  of 
Russellville  (including  a  portion  of  the  Arkansas  Polytechnic  College 
campus)  would  be  permanently  flooded. 

Position  of  the  The  city  has  requested  a  plan  consisting  of  a 

lift  station,  pressure  and  outfall  lines  to  divert  the  sewage  to  new 
treatment  facilities  to  be  constructed  southeast  of  the  city  which  would 
empty  into  the  Arkansas  River  below  the  Dardanelle  Dam.  The  total 
estimated  cost  of  these  new  facilities  is  $1,803,913. 

Current  status. — Under  plans  investigated  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  protection  of  the  city  and  disposal  of  storm  water  and  seAvage 
effluent,  a  dike  is  proposed  near  Illinois  Bayou.  The  dike  Avould  be 
about  6,000  feet  long  with  a  maximum  height  of  about  40  feet  and 
croAvn  elevation  A^arying  from  347.5  to  350.6  mean  sea  DatI.  This  dike 
Avould  protect  the  Ioav  portions  of  the  city  and  adjacent  Ioav  areas 
from  flooding  due  to  the  Dardanelle  ReserAmir.  The  dike  would  block 
the  floAv  of  Prairie  Creek  permanently  and  prevent  storm  Avater  and 
seAvage  effluent  from  discharging  by  gravity  flow  into  Illinois  Ba3mu 
and  the  reservoir.  Regardless  of  the  method  of  disposal  of  the  seAvage 
plant  effluent,  discharge  of  storm  water  over  the  dike  by  pumping 
would  be  required.  Various  plans  for  disposing  of  the  storm  run¬ 
off  and  sewage  effluent  have  been  studied  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Each  plan  requires  a  sump  storage  area  for  ponding  storm  runoff. 

Remnrlx's.—'Wy^  committee  is  aware  that  a  portion  of  the  city  of 
RussellAnlle  is  to  be  protected  from  pool  EatIs  of  Dardanelle  Reser¬ 
voir  by  a  dike.  The  existing  seAvage  facilities  of  the  city  of  Russell¬ 
ville  Avill  be  damaged  by  construction  of  the  dike.  The  committee  has 
included  proAusions  in  the  bill  providing  a  sewage  outfall  s^^stem  for 
the  city  of  Russellville.  It  is  believed  that  this  is  equitable. 

The  total  estimated  cost  is  $1,804,000,  the  local  cost  $404,000,  leaving 
the  Federal  cost  as  $1,400,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BANK  EROSION  NEAR  AA'YBARK  AND  COAVKTA,  OKLA. 

This  item  would  provide  for  a  survey  of  a  bank  erosion  problem 
at  two  sites  along  the  Arkansas  RiATr  and  Muskogee  and  Wagoner 
Counties,  Okla.  One  site,  referred  to  as  the  Wybark  site,  is  about  3 
miles  north  of  the  city  of  Muskogee  and  about  45  miles  southeast  of 
Tulsa.  The  other,  referred  to  as  the  CoAveta  site,  is  about  2  miles 
south  of  that  toAvn  and  about  25  miles  southeast  of  Tulsa. 

At  the  IVybark  site  bank  caAung  has  occurred  along  the  left  bank 
of  the  Arkansas  RIati’  upstream  from  a  point  Avhere  the  Missouri- 
Kansas-Texas  Raihvay  bridge  crosses  the  riATr.  Along  this  reach 
the  Arkansas  River  parallels  the  main  line  of  the  railway  for  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  more  than  a  mile.  In  the  affected  area  the  riATr  bank  was 
about  600  feet  from  the  railway  in  1958.  Today  the  bank  is  within 
300  feet  of  the  railway.  Continued  erosion  can  be  expected.  There 
is  a  threat  of  breaking  not  only  the  Missouri-Kansas-Texas  Raihvay 
but  also  the  Kansas-Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railway  and  Oklahoma  State 
Highway  No.  16,  both  immediately  adjacent,  unless  action  is  taken 
to  correct  the  problem.  The  consequence  of  lireaching  the  transpor- 
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tatiou  facilities  would  entail  expenditure  of  major  sums  of  money 
for  construction  of  new  bridges  and  approaches  as  well  as  lost  time 
and  expense  for  detours  and  rerouting  traffic.  There  is  also  a  j^roblem 
of  erosion  along  the  right  bank  of  the  Arkansas  Eiver  downstream 
from  the  bridge  site  for  a  distance  of  more  than  1  mile.  Along  this 
reach  there  is  a  threat  to  a  powerline  and  a  railroad  spur. 

The  committee  is  cognizant  of  the  problems  associated  with  bank 
erosion  in  this  area  and  urges  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  expedite  the 
studies. 


VERDIGRIS  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  OKLAHOMA  AND  KANSAS 
(H.  Doc.  563,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Verdigris  Eiver  Basin  is  in  southeastern  Kansas 
and  northeastern  Oklahoma.  It  has  a  drainage  area  of  8,300  square 
miles.  The  main  stream  rises  near  Emporia,  Kans.,  and  courses  south¬ 
ward  about  350  miles  to  its  confluence  with  the  Arkansas  Eiver  near 
Muskogee,  Okla. 

Eesolutions,  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of 
Eepresentatives,  adopted  April  23, 1942 ;  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  May  25,  19G0;  also  an  item  in  the  1958  Flood 
Control  Act. 

Existing  'projects. — 


Unit 

Stream 

Purpose 

Status 

Toronto  Re.wvoir,  Kans _ 

Verdigris  River _ 

Fall  River.  . 

Flood  control-conserva¬ 
tion. 

Completed. 

Do. 

Not  started. 

Under  construc¬ 
tion. 

Do. 

Completed. 

Not  started. 

Do. 

Do. 

Fall  River  Reservoir,  Kans _ 

Neodesha  Reservoir,  Kans. 

Verdivris  River.. . 
Elk  River 

Flood  control _ 

Eik  City  Reservoir,  Kans-  _ 

Flood  control-conserva¬ 
tion. 

(') 

Flood  control-conserva¬ 
tion. 

Navigation 

Oolosali  Reservoir,  Okla _ 

Verdigris  River. 

Uulah  Reservoir,  Okla _ _ 

Lock  and  dam  19,  Okla _ _ 

Verdigris  River... 

Lock  and  dam  18,  Okla _ 

Lock  and  dam  17,  Okla.  _ 

■  Flood  control,  power,  navigation,  and  water  supply. 


Prohlems. — The  Verdigris  Eiver  is  a  major  source  of  flooding  along 
the  xirkansas  Eiver  in  eastern  Oklahoma  and  in  Arkansas.  During 
the  38-year  period,  1922-60,  56  storms  occurred  over  the  Verdigris 
Eiver  Basin  and  58  occurred  over  the  Caney  Eiver-Bird  Creek  trfbu- 
tary  basins.  In  addition,  storms  covering  smaller  areas  have  added 
to  these  occurrences  along  the  tributaries  to  the  extent  that,  even  with 
the  authorized  reservoirs  operating,  flooding  is  expected  to  occur  on 
the  average  of  one  or  more  times  per  year  in  the  lower  Caney  Eiver, 
the  Verdigris  Eiver  downstream  from  Caney  Eiver,  and  in  the  Bird 
Creek  Basin.  The  flood  plains  along  these  streams  downstream  from 
the  existing  and  proposed  dam  sites  comprise  180,200  acres  of  rural 
lands,  ancl  320  acres  of  urban  lands  in  Oklahoma  at  Bartlesville 
Avantj  Skiatook,  and.  tli6  surbui'baii  area  of  Tulsa.  Value-  of  propei'ty 
flood  plain  is  estimated  at  $87  million  in  rural  areas  and  $30 
million  in  urban  areas;  annual  crop  values  are  estimated  at  $3.8  mil¬ 
lion.  Average  annual  damages  in  the  basin,  excluding  headwater 
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areas,  are  estimated  at  $4.8  million,  of  vliioh  about  $8  million  would 
be  prevented  by  the  authorized  reservoirs  and  the  proposed  Bifv  Hill 
Reservoir,  and  about  $1.7  million  of  the  remainder  occurs  in  the  study 
area.  These  damages  are  distributed  as  follows :  $437,000  along  Caney 
River  below^  Hulah  Reservoir,  $408,000  along  Verdigris  River  below 
Caney  River,  and  $861,000  in  the  Bird  Creek  Basin.  Because  large 
supplies  of  ground  water  are  lacking  and  existing  sources  are  highly 
mineralized,  attainment  of  supplies  of  suitable  quantity  and  quality  in 
the  Verdigris  River  Basin  is  xlependent  upon  surface  sources  in  (he 
tributary  streams.  The  C.S.  Public  Health  Services  has  made  a  study 
and  prepared  a  report  on  the  municipal  and  industrial  water  usage  and 
future  needs,  as  well  as  the  pollution  problem  and  water-quality  con¬ 
trol  needs,  in  the  lower  ^"erdigris  River  Basin.  The  report  indicates 
that  the  i)rojected  water  supply  needs  in  the  lower  Verdigris  River 
Basin  will  far  exceed  the  amount  which  can  be  provided  from  existing, 
authorized,  and  proposed  reservoii-s  in  the  area.  The  report  also  in¬ 
dicates  that,  because  oilfield  operations  have  built  up  the  chloride 
concentration  of  streams  in  the  area,  and  because  standard  treatment 
of  domestic  and  industrial  wastes  cannot  prevent  degradation  of  the 
quality  of  receiving  streams,  storage  for  stream-quality  in  amounts 
equal  to  that  provided  for  munici2Dal  and  industrial  water  sup^ily 
should  be  included  in  any  reservoirs  jilanned  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  consists  of  five  multi- 
piuq^ose  reservoirs  on  tributaries  to  the  Verdigris  River,  all  for  jiur- 
2)oses  of  flood  control,  water  siq:)ply,  water  quality  control,  recreation, 
and  fish  and  wildlife,  as  follows:  Co}ian  on  Caney  Creek,  Sand  on 
Sand  Creek,  Skiatook  on  Hominy  Creek,  Birch  on  Birch  Creek,  Candy 
on  Candy  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  prices) . — 


Copan 

Sand 

Skiatook 

Birch 

Candy 

Total 

Federal _ 

$25, 578,000 

$6,117,000 

(0 

.$22, 875.000 
(0 

$3, 245,000 

$4,585,000 

(') 

$62,400,000 

(0 

Non-Kcderal _ 

(0 

Total _ 

25, 578,000 

6, 117,000 

22, 875,000 

3,245,000 

4,585,000 

62,400,000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply, 
such  amounts  currently  estimated  as  follows;  Copan,  $688,000;  Sand,  $1,570,000;  Skiatook,  $4,278,000;  Bircn, 
$428,000;  Candy,  $590,000;  total,  $7,554,000. 


Project  economics. — 


Item 

Reservoir 

Copan 

Sand 

Skiatook 

Birch 

Candy 

Total 

.Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

Operation,  maintenance,  replacement. 

Total . . . . . . 

.\nnual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  _ 

Conservation  _ 

Recreation _  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ 

$767, 300 
89,700 

$178, 800 
55,900 

$682, 800 
93, 200 

$94, 500 
40,300 

$133, 600 
50,900 

$1,857,000 

330,000 

857,000 

234, 700 

776,000 

134, 800 

184,500 

2, 187,000 

1,279,000 

66,000 

123,000 

66,000 

385,000 

133,000 

81.000 

45,000 

861,000 

424,000 

168,000 

77,000 

472,000 

46,000 

41,000 

22,000 

357,000 

63,000 

41,000 

23,000 

3,354,000 
732,000 
454,000 
233,  f  00 

1,534,000 

644,000 

1,530,000 

681,000 

484,000 

4,773,000 

1.8 

2.7 

2.0 

4.3 

2.6 

2.2 
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Local  cooperation.- — Bear  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  "Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims. 

Cormnents  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Kecommend  acquisition  of  addi¬ 
tional  lands  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  five  reservoirs  in  this  project  are  very  well  justified, 
wit  h  benefit-cost  ratios  ranging  from  1.8  to  4.3.  The  multiple-purpose 
reservoirs  will  yield  badly  needed  water  .supplies,  provide  necessary 
flood  control,  and  will  provide  excellent  recreational  facilities  of  the 
general  and  fish  and  wildlife  varieties.  The  project  fits  into  and  is 
an  essential  element  of  the  overall  development  of  the  Arkansas  Eiver 
Basin. 

BIG  HILL  CREEK,  KANS. 


(H.  Doc.  577,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Big  Hill  Creek,  with  a  drainage  area  of  110  square  miles,, 
is  a  tributary  of  the  Verdigris  Eiver  in  southeast  Kansas. 

.D/.iJAori’Xy.— Eesolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project.Sow^  in  Big  Hill  Creek  Watershed.  A  system 
of  6  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  is  authorized  in 
the  Verdigris  Eiver  Basin. 

Problems. — Floods  and  drought  have  adverse  effects  on  the  economy 
of  the  area;  1948  flood  covered  10,500  acres,  and  a  reoccurrence  would 
cause  an  estimated  $350,000  in  damages.  Average  annual  damages 
$68,000.  There  is  a  need  in  the  area  for  new  firm  sup^ilies  of  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water. 

Recommended  improvement. — A  reservoir  of  about  30,700  acre-feet 
capacity  on  Big  Hill  Creek  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  and  fish 
and  wildlife  and  other  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  {I960  prices). — 


Federal _ 

Non -Federal 


$3,  785,  000 

(B 


Total - -  2  ygg  000 

inteysta  to  reimburse  the  United  States  the  entire  construction  cost’ allotted 

$1,263,000.  Thus,  the  estimated  net  construction. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... _ _  ... 

$94,  500 
20,200 

I  $47,  200 
‘  6, 100 

.$141,700 

26,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . 

114, 700 

53, 300 

168,000 

Aimual  benefits: 

Flood  control... . . . . 

92, 000 
79, 000 
36,  .500 
27,000 

Water  supply _ 

General  recreation _  . 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _ 

Total . . . . . . 

234,  .500 

■  Estimated  on  basis  of  cost  ailocated  to  water  supply. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local'  cooperation. — Bear  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  such  costs 
currently  estimated  at  $1,263,000  for  construction  and  $6,100  annually 
for  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements;  hold  and  save  United 
States  free  from  water  rights  claims.  Local  interests  agree. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommend  certain  project  lands 
and  additional  lands  be  made  available  to  fish  and  wildlife  agen¬ 
cies  for  management. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Believe  con¬ 
sideration  should  be  given  to  storage  for  water  quality  control. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  F avorable. 

Comoients  of  the  Bureoiu  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that  no 
allowance  was  made  in  preauthorization  planning  for  water  quality 
control  storage  in  Big  Hill  Creek  Reservoir.  The  Bureau  recom¬ 
mends  that,  if  the  project  is  authorized  as  proposed,  consideration 
should  be  given  to  additional  water  supply  storage  needs  during  pre¬ 
construction  planning. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  flood  control  and  water  con¬ 
servation  in  an  area  characterized  by  intermittent  flooding  and 
droughts.  Also,  it  would  provide  a  means  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  development  in  the  area.  The  project  is  amply  justified,  has 
strong  local  support,  and  would  serve  as  a  needed  element  in  the  over¬ 
all  water  res-^urces  development  of  the  Verdigris  River  Basin. 

KAW  RESERVOIR,  ARKANSAS  RIVER,  OKLA. 

(S.  Doc.  143,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Kaw  Reservoir  ivould  be  located  on  the  main  stem  of  the 
Arkansas  River  in  north-central  Oklahoma. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  February  21,  1958. 

Existing  'project. — The  water  resources  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin 
are  being  extensively  developed  for  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other 
purposes.  These  developments  lie  generally  downstream  and  east  of 
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the  Kaw  dainsite.  The  naviji>-arion  project  provides  for  a  9-foor 
chaiuiel  iij)  tlie  Arkansas  and  Verdigris  Kivei-s  to  the  vicinity  of 
Catoosa,  Okla.  Tlie  Keystone  Eeservoir.  a  niajor  multiple-purpose 
project  for  flood  control,  navig’ation,  and  other  jnirposes,  is  under 
consti’uction  about  115  miles  downstream  of  the  Kaw  damsite.  The 
existing  Great  Salt  Plains  Reservoir,  on  the  Salt  Fork  of  Arkansas 
River,  ])rovides  292,000  acre-feet  of  storage  for  flood  control,  sediment 
reserve,  recreation,  and  wildlife.  This  major  tributaiy  enters  the 
Arkansas  River  about  10  miles  downstream  from  the  Kaw  damsite. 

ProMons. — The  principal  water-resource  problems  of  the  area  are 
the  need  for  control  of  floods  and  for  increased  dependable  supplies  of 
domestic  and  industrial  water  of  good  quality.  At  present  the  flood 
plain  downstream  of  the  Kaw  damsite  is  predominantly  rural;  how¬ 
ever.  it  includes  130  acres  of  urban  lands  at  Ponca  City.  It  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  urban  development  in  the  flood  plain  will  increase  con¬ 
siderably,  resulting  in  substantially  greater  urban  flood  damages. 
Floods  have  occurred  about  once  a  year  in  the  vicinity  of  Ponca  City 
and  major  floods  occurred  in  1923,  192C>,  1944,  1945,  1951,  and  1957. 
The  maximum  flood  of  record  was  that  of  June  1923  which  had  a  peak 
discharge  estimated  at  105,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  the  Kaw  dam¬ 
site.  A  recurrence  of  a  flood  of  this  magnitude  would  cause  damages 
of  $2,369,000  in  the  reach  from  the  damsite  to  Keystone  Reservoir. 
The  total  average  annual  flood  damages  in  this  reach  under  existing 
conditions  are  estimated  at  $433,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  impi'O'vemen.t. — Kaw  Reservoir  to  provide 
storage  for  flood  control,  municipal,  and  industrial  water  supply, 
water  quality  control,  and  other  conservation  iises,  including  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Enti'inated  cost  {pi-ice  level  of  1961). — 

Federal - $83,  230,  000 

Non-Federal _  (^) 

Total _  83,  2.30,  000 

1  Local  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  the  entire  construction  cost  allocated  to 
water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  $13,500,00. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

X'on-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charpos: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

$2. 133,  700 
152,  300 

$415, 000 
27,000 

$2,  548,  700 
179,300 

Maintenance,  operations,  and  replacements _ 

Total.. . . . . . . . . 

2.  286, 000 

442,000 

2,  728, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  .. 

1,128,000 
305, 000 
80,000 
1, 370, 000 
887,000 
216, 000 

Increased  land  use _ _ _ 

Reduced  sediment  in  Keystone  Reservoir _ _ 

Conservation _ _ _  .  . 

Recreation _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _  ... 

Total _ 

3,  986,000 

i 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  would  be  required  to  reimbui’se 
the  I  nited  States,  in  accordance  with  the  IVater  Supply  Act  of  1958, 
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as  amended,  for  tlie  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  and  the  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  char«;eable 
to  water-supply  storage.  These  costs  are  presently  estimated  to  be 
in  the  magnitude  of  $13,500,000  and  $27,000,  respectively. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Comment  that  a  net  loss  to  agri¬ 
cultural  production  would  result  from  project. 

Department  of  PTealth,  Education,  and  iVelfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma  :  P'avorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  P^avorable. 

Cominents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
believes  that  pollution  abatement  measures  are  vital  to  the  suitability 
of  Arkansas  River  waters  for  projected  uses,  and,  that  there  is  uncer¬ 
tainty  at  this  time  of  the  extent  of  future  needs  for  water  supply  and 
Avater  quality  control  storage  in  the  proposed  Kaw  Reservoir.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Bureau  states  that  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  project,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  should  be 
accompanied  by  the  results  of  a  detailed  review  of  the  need  and  use¬ 
fulness  of  storage  for  these  purposes. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  that  the  decision  on  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction  with  the  reser¬ 
voir  project  be  deferred  until:  an  adequate  long-range  plan  for  the 
refuge  system  is  developed  which  will  permit  a  meaningful  evaluation 
of  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  refuge  to  the  purposes  of  the  na¬ 
tional  wildlife  I’efuge  system;  means  are  developed  for  financing  re¬ 
fuge  land  acquisitions  related  to  water  resources  projects  in  a  way 
Avhich  will  assure  the  advantages  of  unified  financing  of  the  total  re¬ 
fuge  land  acquisition  program;  and,  there  has  been  opportunity  for 
further  consideration  of  local  views  with  respect  to  establishment  of 
the  refuge. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  subject  to  consideration  of 
its  foregoing  comments,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of 
the  report  to  the  .Congress. 

Action  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Concurs  with  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  serve  many  useful  and  valuable 
purposes  and  would  yield  annual  benefits  totaling  nearly  $4  million. 
In  addition  to  the  evaluated  benefits,  the  project  can  be  expected  to 
aid  in  alleviating  serious  water  pollution  problems  in  the  Arkansas 
River.  Such  possible  future  benefits,  while  currently  unevaluated, 
indicate  further  justification  of  the  pioject.  It  is  noted  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  concurs  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
decision  on  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  reservoir  project  should  be  deferred. 

The  committee  has  approved  the  Kaw  Reservoir  project  in  Okla¬ 
homa.  However,  in  reviewing  the  report,  of  the  Cliief  of  Engineers, 
it  is  noted  that  there  is  a  proposal  for  the  acquisition  of  land  for  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir.  Since 
long  range  plans  for  the  development  of  national  wildlife  refuges  at 
reservoirs  have  not  been  completed,  it  is  the  recommendation  of  the 
committee  that  no  land  be  acquired  for  such  purposes  at  this  time. 
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COW  CREEK,  KANS. 

(H.  Doc.  531,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cow  Creek  is  located  in  central  Kansas  and  it  enters 
the  Arkansas  Iliver  near  Hutchinson,  Kans. 

Authority. — Kesolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  June  3, 1959. 

Existing  project. — No  flood  control  project  for  Cow  Creek.  A 
local  flood  protection  project  at  Hutchinson,  Kans.,  provides  for  diver¬ 
sion  of  Cow  Creek  flood  flows  to  the  Arkansas  Elver  around  the  north 
side  of  the  city. 

Flood  problem. — More  than  30  miles  of  the  channel  are  extremely 
crooked  and  obstructed  by  trees  and  brush.  Flooding  of  agricultural 
land  staid s  when  streamflows  exceed  800  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
flood  plain  area  consists  of  about  24,600  acres  of  which  more  than  95 
percent  is  under  cultivation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — The  plan  consists  of 
straightening,  snagging,  clearing,  and  deepening  the  existing  channel, 
beginning  at  a  point  on  Cow  Creek  about  2  miles  upstream  from  the 
Kansas  Highway  No.  14  Bridge  and  extending  downstream  about  33 
miles  to  the  diversion  channel  of  the  existing  Hutchinson  flood  control 
project.  Two  dikes  and  two  lateral  ditches  Avould  be  provided  to 
intercept  flows  and  divert  them  from  Santa  Fe  Slough  to  Cow  Creek. 
Wliere  necessary  outlet  structures  will  be  provided  as  well  as  altera¬ 
tions  to  highway  bridges  and  one  railroad  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1961). — 

Federal _ $1,  560,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  058,  000 


Total -  2,  618,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$58, 000 

$41,100 
.  9,800 

$99, 100 
9, 800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _  . 

58,000 

50,900 

108, 900 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ _ 

247,000 

12,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

259,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  alterations 
to  highways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities,  except 
railroad  bridges ;  maintain  and  operate ;  prevent  encroachment  on  the 
improved  channel;  inform  individuals  concerned,  annually,  that  proj¬ 
ect  will  not  protect  against  major  floods.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Commented  concerning  certain 
recommendations  made  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which 
were  not  adopted  as  part  of  the  recommended  plan. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bn/reau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  the  proposed  improvement  will 
provide  urgently  needed  flood  protection  to  a  large  agricultural  area,, 
improve  drainage  conditions,  and  decrease  the  time  of  flooding  due 
to  the  larger  floods.  Also,  it  has  been  noted  that  the  project  will  per¬ 
mit  the  conversion  of  idle  land  and  pasture  to  a  higher  order  of  agri¬ 
cultural  use.  The  relatively  high  economic  ratio  of  the  project  has 
been  noted,  and  the  committee  considers  its  authorization  to  be 
justified. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER,  DODGE  CITT,  KANS. 

(H.  Doc.  No.  498,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Dodge  City  is  located  on  the  Arkansas  River,  in  south- 
western  Kansas. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Flood  Control,, 
adopted  July  2, 1943. 

Existing  fro  feet. — No  Federal  flood-control  project  at  Dodge  City. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  low  levees  and  some  channel  improve¬ 
ments. 

Flood  frohlem,.- — Flooding  occurs  when  streamflows  in  the  Arkansas 
RiiTr  exceed  the  present  channel  capacity  of  about  7,000  cubic  feet  per 
second.  Intense  storm  runoff  in  the  basin  below  John  Martin  Dam, 
188  miles  upstream,  presents  a  serious  threat  to  the  city. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovem-ent. — The  construction  of  6.9  miles 
of  levees  and  floodwalls  with  appurtenant  bank  protection  together 
with  1.75  miles  of  channel  enlargement  on  the  Arkansas  River;  re¬ 
placement  of  the  existing  raili’oad  bridge;  interior  drainage  facilities 
consisting  of  ditches,  outlet  structures,  a  storm  sewer,  and  ponding 
areas;  and  construction  of  a  pumping  plant  to  replace  the  existing 
sewerage  treatment  plant  outlet. 

Estimated  cost  {frice  level  of  July  1691 ) . — 

Federal _ $2, 133, 000 

Non-Federal _  323,  000 

Total _  2,  456,  000 


Proiect  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$77, 900 

$18, 000 
5,200 

$95, 900 
5,200 

77,900 

23, 200 

101, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

163,900 
5.  500 

169, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 
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Local  cooperation. — Provide  witliout  cost  to  tlie  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project,  including  easements  required  for  hood-zoning  purposes  in 
the  ponding  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  free  from  claims  as  a  result  of 
flooding  from  residual  interior  drainage  during  operation  of  the 
project;  make  any  alterations  to  existing  improvements  other  than 
the  railroad,  that  may  be  required  by  the  construction  works,  including 
the  provision  of  a  sewage  pumping  plant;  maintain  and  operate  all 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  inform  periodically  all  concerned,  in 
a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  that  some  flooding 
will  continue  to  occur  because  of  temporary  ponding;  and  prohibit 
encroachment  on  the  capacities  of  the  interior  drains  and  ])onding 
areas  and  the  flood-carrying  ca])acify  of  the  improved  river  channel, 
and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  provide  promptly, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States,  substitute  storage  or  equivalent 
pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness 
and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

De])artment  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  Favorable. 

Camments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Ko  objection. 

Remarhs. — The  committee  recognizes  that  the  existing  John  Martin 
Dam  in  Colorado  reduces  flood  peaks  at  the  city  but  that  river  over¬ 
flows  have  residfed  from  severe  storms  over  the  watershed  below  the 
dam.  The  plan  of  improvement  would  provide  for  the  safe  passage 
of  flows  two  times  greater  than  the  maximum  of  record  and  would 
provide  a  well  justified  degree  of  protection. 

VILL.VGE  CREEK,  JACKSON,  AND  LAWRENCE  COUNTIES,  ARK. 

(H.  Doc.  352,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Village  Creek  rises  in  Randolph  County  in  northeastern 
Arkansas  and  flows  generally  southwestward  through  Jackson  and 
Lawrence  Counties  and  joints  the  White  River  near  Newport,  about 
80  miles  northeast  from  Little  Rock. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  October  16,  1951. 

Existing  improvements. — No  Federal  projects  specifically  for  flood 
control  in  Village  Creek  Basin.  However,  reservoir  and  levee  projects 
in  the  nearby  White  River  and  Black  River  basins  provide  some  flood 
protection  by  preventing  overflow  into  Village  Creek  basin.  Improve¬ 
ments  by  local  interests  consist  of  excavation  of  drainage  ditches  on 
tributaries  and  along  the  main  stem  of  Village  Creek. 

B  lood  problem. — Frequent  flooding  of  agricultural  lands  results  in 
serious  damages  to  crops.  Flooding  results  from  intense  local  storms 
of  short  duration  and  from  general  storms  extending  over  longer 
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pei’iods.  The  flat  land  and  stream  slopes,  inadequate  cliajinels,  and 
lai’iie  valley  storage  cause  storm  runoff  to  concentrate  slowly  in  the 
main  stem  with  prolonged  flooding  of  large  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  imp'rovement. — Channel  enlargement, 
straightening  and  clearing  on  Village  Creek,  from  the  mouth  upstream 
a  total  distance  of  61  miles,  together  with  adequate  on-farm  and  group 
lateral  drainage  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1960) . — 

Federal _ $1-  f^68,  000 

Non-Federal _  2, 165,  000 

Total _  4, 133, 000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Fecieral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$72, 400 

$91, 300 
46,300 
2,300 

$163,  700 
45,300 
2,300 

Total-— _ _ _ _ _ — 

72,400 

138,900 

211, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

74,300 

379,900 

Total  . . . . . 

454,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  30.7  percent  of  the  actual 
Federal  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $871,000;  furnish  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  make  alterations  to  existing  im¬ 
provements,  except  railroad  facilities ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages;  prohibit  encroachments  on  improved  channel; 
construct  and  maintain  on-farm  and  lateral  drainage  facilities ;  and 
maintain  the  improved  creek  channel.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  Agricidture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Commented  that  the  recommended 
plan  would  result  in  an  annual  loss  to  fish  and  wildlife  i-esources 
but  proposed  no  specific  plan  for  mitigating  such  losses. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Concurred  in  the  recommendation;  how¬ 
ever,  noted  that  the  local  costs  appeared  to  be  excessive. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.^ 

Remarks. — This  worthy  flood  control  and  drainage  project  is  well 
justified  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2.1.  The  willingness  of  local 
interests  to  bear  the  sizable  percentage  of  the  construction  cost  indi¬ 
cates  the  strong  local  desire  and  urgency  for  the  project. 
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VILLAGE  CREEK,  WHITE  RIVER,  AND  MAYBERRY  LEVEE  DISTRICTS,  RESTUDY 

or  PLAN  III 

(H.  Doc.  577,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Along  the  left  bank  of  the  White  Kiver  in  northeast 
Arkansas. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645). 

Ex'Ming  project. — The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936  authorized  con¬ 
struction  of  a  number  of  local  control  improvements,  consi.sting  mainly 
of  raising,  enlarging,  and  connecting  existing  levees.  The  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1960  authorized  improvements  within  the  Village  Creek, 
White  River,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts  to  provide  for  clearing 
and  snagging  14.7  miles  of  old  channels  and  constructing  10.6  miles 
of  new  channels,  together  with  certain  facilities  for  mitigation  of  fish 
and  wildlife  lossas,  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $294,000,  subject 
to  local  cooperation.  (The  authorized  plan  is  referred  to  as  plan  I.) 

Flood  problem. — About  21,340  acres  of  wooded,  cleared,  and  culti¬ 
vated  land  are  subject  to  flooding,  ponding  due  to  interior  runoff,  and 
poor  drainage.  Authorized  plan  I  would  benefit  about  18,400  acres. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  pumping 
plant  with  a  capacity  of  300,000  gallons  per  minute  at  the  Taylor 
Slough  outlet,  as  an  element  of  the  authorized  flood  control  and  drain¬ 
age  plan. 

Esthnated  cost  {price  level  of  spring  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ ^  $1,  018,  000 

Non-Federal _  *  29,  000 


Total _  1,  047,  000 

1  Increase  in  cost  over  cost  of  authorized  plan  I. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  cliarfres:  i 

$36, 830 

$2, 630 
16,  680 

$39, 460 
16, 680 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

36, 830 

19, 310 

56, 140 

Annual  benefits:  2 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

85, 100 
59, 140 

Increased  land  use _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

144, 240 

>  Increase  in  cost  over  cost  of  authorized  plan  I. 

2  Increase  m  benefits  over  benefits  of  autliorized  plan  I. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation.— -Cor].tY\h\\\.Q  in  cash  17.2  percent  of  the  Federal 
construction  cost  of  the  pumping  plant,  an  amount  currently  estimated 
at  $211,000;  provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  effect  neces¬ 
sary  relocations;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate  the  project  as  prescribed  and  at  their  own  ex¬ 
pense,  and  other  items  as  specified  in  authorized  plan  I. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
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State  of  Arkansas:  Noted  the  requirement  for  a  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  of  $211,000  and  believed  it  desirable  to  review  again  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  a  cash  contribution. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  connnittee  is  pleased  to  note  that  further  study  of 
the  project  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  has  shown 
that  the  addition  of  a  pumping  plant  is  so  well  justified  and  such  a 
desirable  element  in  the  plan  for  flood  protection  in  the  area.  The 
committee  believes  this  is  a  meritorious  project  and  therefore  recom¬ 
mends  its  adoption. 

RED  RIVTR,  TECC.,  OKLA.,  ARK.,  AND  LA.,  BELOW  DENISON  DAM,  'LEX,  AND  OKI^. 

Language  is  included  which  would  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  adjust  the  local  cooperation  requirements  of  the  McKinney  Bayou, 
Ark.  and  Tex.,  the  Maniece  Bayou,  Ark.,  and  East  Point,  La.,  projects. 

The  committee  believes  that  such  a  review  is  appropriate,  in  order 
to  determine  the  equity  of  the  allocations  of  cost  which  were  made 
when  the  projects  were  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960. 

LAKE  KEMP,  WICHITA  RIVER,  TEX. 

(S.  Doe.  144,  8Ttli  Cong.) 

Location. — Wichita  Eiver  is  a  south  bank  tributary  of  the  Bed  River 
in  north-central  Texas.  Lake  Kemp  is  located  on  the  Wichita  River 
about  70  miles  upstream  from  the  city  of  M^ichita  Falls. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  April  16,  1959. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  flood  control 
projects  in  the  Wichita  Basin.  Lake  Kemp,  with  a  capacity  of  462,000 
acre-feet,  was  constructed  by  local  interests  in  1923  for  conservation 
purposes. 

Flood  problem. — Problem  is  mainly  the  disastrous  threat  to  the  city 
of  Wichita  Falls  posed  by  the  deteriorated  Lake  Kemp  Dam.  Aver¬ 
age  annual  damages  in  absence  of  Lake  Kemp  would  be  about 
$1  million. 

Recommerdpd  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  existing  Lake 
Kemp  project  by  replacement  of  the  existing  outlet  works  and  spillway 
with  a  new  combined  structure,  raising  the  height  of  the  dam  about 
3  feet,  and  strengthening  the  embankment,  to  provide  526,000  acre-feet 
of  storage,  of  which  200,000  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  I960') . — 

Federal _ $6,410,000 

Non-Federal _ ^  2,  203,  000 

Total _  8,  613, 000 

1  Includes  cash  contribution  currently  estimated  at  $1,8S5,000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$236, 500 
45,900 

$227,400 

33,700 

$463,900 

79,600 

Total _ _ _ _ 

282, 400 

261, 100 

543,500 

Annual  benefits: 

730,000 

649,000 

1, 379, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooferation. —  {a)  Eetain  ownership  and  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  tlie  project  for  a  minimnm  period  of  50  years  after  completion; 
{h)  maintain  the  project  and  operate  the  flood-control  features  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army : 
{c)  Accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  relocations  and 
alterations  of  existing  buildings,  liighways,  bridges,  sewers,  and  re¬ 
lated  and  special  facilities;  (d)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  frep 
fi-om  damages  due  to  the  construction  works ;  (e)  provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  the  construction  of  the  project;  (/)  adopt  and  enforce  i-egulations 
to  preserve  the  existing  capacity  of  the  channel  through  the  city  of 
Wichita  Falls  and  prevent  encroachment;  {g)  adequately  inform  af¬ 
fected  interests  annually  concerning  the  probability  of  residual  dam¬ 
ages  after  construction  of  the  modifications ;  {h)  provide  free  access  to 
the  lake  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  section  4  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944;  and  (^)  contribute  22.7  percent  of  the  cost  for  the 
Federal  construction,  a  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $1,885,000. 
in  equal  annual  payments,  over  a  period  of  not  more  than  50  years  be¬ 
ginning  at  the  completion  of  construction,  including  interest  on  the 
unpaid  balance  at  the  rate  prescribed  at  the  time  of  construction  for 
projects  of  this  type. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 
State  of  Texas :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  project  provides  for  rehabilitation  of  an  existing 
dam  built  by  local  interests  for  conservation  purposes.  The  dam  is 
in  a  deteriorated  condition  and  its  failure  could  result  in  a  catastrophic 
flood,  mainly  in  the  city  of  Wichita  Falls.  Flood  control  is  needed  in 
the  area,  and  rehabilitation  of  existing  Lake  Kemp  provides  the  most 
practical  and  economical  means  for  satisfying  that  need.  The  project 
is  well  justified  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2.5  even  without  evaluation 
of  recreation  benefits  which  would  surely  be  realized. 
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BROKEN  BOW  RESERVOIR,  MOt'NTAIN  FORK  RIVER,  OKLA. 

(S.  Doc.  137,  87th  Coug. ) 

Location.. — On  Mountain  Fork  River,  a  tributary  of  Little  River,  in 
southeastern  Oklahoma. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  January  6,  1961. 

Existing  -project. — The  Broken  Bow  Reseiwoir  was  authorized  for 
flood  control  and  water  supply  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958.  Con¬ 
struction  has  been  initiated  on  the  basis  that  power  facilities  upon 
authorization  will  be  installed  either  initially  or  in  the  future.  The 
authorized  project  is  about  5  percent  completed. 

Prohlem. — The  study  considers  the  advisability  of  providing;  stor¬ 
age  and  facilities  for  generation  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Broken 
Bow  Reservoir. 

Recommended  flam,  of  imfrovememt.- — It  is  recommended  that  the 
project  for  Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  now  authorized  for  flood  control 
and  water  supply,  be  modified  to  provide  for  hydroelectric-power 
facilities  in  the  initial  construction  and  to  include  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  as  a  project  purpose.  Gross  storage  capacity  would  be 
increased  from  541,100  acre-feet,  as  authorized,  to  1,368,800  acre-feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1961). — 

Federal _ $39,600,000 

Non-Federal _  C) 

Total _ “  39,  600,  000 

1  Non-Pederal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  construction  costs  allocated 
to  water  suppl.v,  currentl.v  estimated  at  $2,970,000. 

^  An  Incri^vse  of  $23,800,000  over  estimated  cost  of  authorized  project. 


Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges ; 

Interest  and  amortization _ $1, 181,  900 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacement -  366,  600 

Taxes  foregone _  578,  000 


Total _  2, 126,  500 

Annual  benefits ; 

Flood  control _  305,  500 

Water  supply _  369,  700 

Power _ _ _  1,  959, 000 

Recreation _  750,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  460,  000 


Total _  3,  844, 200 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Pay  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  the  entire  amounts  of  the 
construction  costs  and  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  these  amounts  being  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $2,970,000  and  $6,500  annually,  respectively,  for  the  project 
as  modified,  the  final  amounts  to  be  determined  by  allocation  after 
actual  construction  costs  are  known. 
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Comm^nU  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Recommends  acquisition  of  certain 
additional  lands  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

Department  of  Commeiee :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Afiriculture:  Favorable. 

Depai’tment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Bndget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et  exi)ects  that  construction  of  power  features  of  the  Broken  Bow 
Reservoir  project,  other  than  penstocks  or  other  provisions  for  future 
power  installations,  not  be  undertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance 
that  all  costs  including  joint  costs  allocated  to  power  can  be  returned 
with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 

The  Bureau  of  the  IRidget  advises  that,  subject  to  consideration  of 
the  foregoing  comment,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — This  project  modification  would  provide  for  hydro¬ 
electric  power  facilities  in  the  initial  construction  of  the  authorized 
])roject,  and  would  include  fish  and  Avildlife  conservation  as  a  project 
purpose.  The  estimated  increase  in  cost  over  the  cost  of  the  author¬ 
ized  project  is  $23,800,000.  Local  interests  would  bear  $2,970,000  for 
Avater  supply  under  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Siqiply  Act  of  1958, 
as  amended.  The  committee  notes  that  initial  installation  of  poAver 
facilities  Avould  result  in  a  saving  of  $2,900,000  in  construction  cost, 
and  concurs  that  such  installation  should  not  be  deferred. 

CLAYTON,  TTJSKAHOMA,  AND  HUGO  RESERVOIRS,  KIAMICHI  RIA-ER,  OKLA. 

« 

(S.  Doc.  145,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Kiamichi  River  is  in  southeastern  Oklahoma,  and  is  a 
major  tributary  of  the  Red  River. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  January  28,  1955. 

Existing  project.- — Hugo  Reservoir,  Avith  the  damsite  at  mile  20.7  on 
the  Kiamichi  River,  was  authorized  for  flood  control  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1946  as  a  unit  in  the  Red  River  below  Denison  Dam 
project,  but  construction  has  not  been  initiated. 

Flood  problem. — An  average  of  three  floods  occur  in  the  basin  every 
year,  Avith  major  flooding  every  2  years.  Since  1926,  10  major  floods 
have  occurred.  Annual  flood  damages  of  $140,000  are  estimated  to 
occur  along  the  Kiamichi  River  below  the  Tuskahoma  damsite,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  area  Avithin  Hugo  Reservoir.  Flood  losses  on  Red  River 
doAvnstream  from  the  mouth  of  Kiamichi  River  are  estimated  at 
$3,700,000  annually,  based  on  present  conditions,  with  Denison 
Reservoir  operating  and  Avith  levees  authorized  priod  to  1945  in  place. 

Recom-mended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
consists  of  modification  of  the  authorized  Hugo  ReserAmir  AAuth  the 
damsite  at  mile  17.6  on  Kiamichi  RiATr  and  the  recommended  addi¬ 
tion  of  tAvo  upstream  reseiwoirs,  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma,  to  jiroAude 
for  flood  control  and  water  conseiwation,  including  water  supply, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  Avildlife  uses.  The  plan  retains  the  degree 
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of  flood  protection  contemplated  by  the  authorized  Red  River  flood 
control  project  below  Denison  Dam  and  affords  additional  flood  pro¬ 
tection  on  Kiamichi  River.  The  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  permit  discretion  regarding  the  sequence  of  construction 
of  the  authorized  Hugo  Reservoir  and  the  Recommended  Clayton 
and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs.  Under  the  plan  the  first  cost  of  Sugo 
Reservoir  would  be  $23,065,000  compared  to  $20,900,000  as  now  esti¬ 
mated.  However,  the  net  cost  to  the  United  States  would  be  $3,487,000 
less  than  the  cost  as  now  estimated  since  local  interests  would  reim¬ 
burse  the  United  States  an  amount  of  $5,562,000  for  water  supply 
storage  costs. 

Estimated  cost  {I960  prices) . — 


Clayton 

Tuskahoma 

Total 

Federal _ 

$13, 174, 000 
(■) 

$16, 574,000 
(') 

$29, 748, 000 
(') 

Non- Federal... _ _ _ _ _ 

Total... _ _ _ _ 

13, 174, 000 

16,  574, 000 

29,  748, 000 

1  Bear  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  $6,221,000  and  $8,042,000  for 
Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs,  respectively. 


Project  economics. — 


Clayton 

Tuskahoma 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$502, 090 
62, 300 

$631, 420 
73, 600 

$1, 133, 510 
135,900 

Operation  and  maintenance,  replacement _ 

Total _ 

564, 390 

705, 020 

1, 269, 410 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  .  . 

190,000 
325,000 
96, 000 
121,000 

238, 000 
397,000 
82, 000 
154, 000 

428,000 
722, 000 
178, 000 
275,000 

Water  supply _ _ 

Recreation _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ _ _  . 

Total _ 

732, 000 

871,000 

1,603, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ _ 

1.3 

1.2 

1.3 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in 
accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended ;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims.  Local  interests 
are  willing  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interir:  Recommends  additional  lands  for 
fish  and  wildlife. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Believe  that 
storage  for  water  quality  control  can  be  utilized. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  work  with  the  Public  Health 
Service  during  advance  planning  of  the  reservoir  projects  with  a  view 
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to  determining  the  need  and  justification  of  storage  for  water  quality 
control.  In  this  connection,  the  Bureau  indicates  that  in  the  event 
storage  for  water  quality  control  displaces  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cur¬ 
rently  contemplated  water  supply  storage  in  the  reservoirs  and  the 
water  quality  benefits  are  determined  to  be  widespread,  it  would  appear 
that  the  currently  e.stimated  ultimate  reimbursements  to  the  United 
States  for  water  supply  would  not  be  realized.  The  Bureau  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — This  project  provides  for  the  construction  of  Clayton 
and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs,  to  be  opei’ated  in  conjunction  with  the 
authorized  Hugo  Reservoir,  all  to  serve  the  needed  purposes  of  flood 
control,  water  supply,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation.  Also,  it 
is  noted  that  water  quality  control  is  needed  in  the  Red  River  and 
that  the  projects  might  ultimately  be  developed  to  serve  that  pui’pose. 
Local  interests  would  participate  by  bearing  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply,  and  as  a  result,  the  estimated  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for 
Hugo  Reservoir  would  be  less  than  now  envisioned.  The  committee 
notes  ample  justification  and  support  for  the  recommended  projects 
and  heartily  endorses  the  proposal. 

WATER  QUALITY  STUDY,  ARKANSAS-RED  RIVER  BASINS 
(S.  Doc.  105,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Arkansas  and  Red  Rivers  and  their  tributaries  drain 
over  250,000  square  miles  including  all  of  Oklahoma  and  parts  of 
Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Kansas,  Texas,  Mississippi,  Arkansas  and 
Louisiana.  About  74,500  square  miles  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin 
are  above  Keystone  Reservoir  and  about  39,700  square  miles  of  the 
Red  River  Basin  are  above  Denison  Dam. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  December  16, 1959. 

E xisting  project. — There  are  no  existing  projects  in  the  area  for  con¬ 
trol  of  water  quality. 

ProMem. — The  problem  is  to  locate  and  measure  the  sources,  estab¬ 
lish  the  importance  and  types  of  pollutants  entering  the  Arkansas  and 
Red  Rivers,  and  to  develop  practical  means  of  controlling  them. 
Studies  to  date  show  total  daily  chloride  loads  of  10,600  tons  for  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  at  Keystone  Reservoir  and  3,800  tons  for  Red  River  near 
Denison  Dam.  These  chloride  loads  clearly  indicate  the  need  for  con¬ 
trol  and  management  of  water  quality. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  two  experi¬ 
mental  projects,  and  performance  of  tests  to  determine  their  effective¬ 
ness  in  improvement  of  water  quality.  One  project  would  be  located 
on  Prairie  Dog  Town  Fork  of  Red  River  near  Estelline,  Tex.;  the 
other  on  South  Fork  of  Wichita  River  near  Guthrie,  Tex. 

Estimated  cost  {November  1961  prices) . — 

Federal - $300,000 

Non-Federal _ 


Total. 


300,000 
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Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges :  The  first  costs  shown  in  estimated  cost  include 
allowances  for  observations  of  test  results. 

Annual  benefits:  It  is  not  yet  possible  to  evaluate  benefits  in 
monetary  terms.  The  test  results  will  furnish  valuable  data  and 
information  concerning  the  possible  economical  solution  of  the 
overall  problem  on  a  basin- wide  scale. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Not  evaluated. 

Local  cooperation. — None  recommended. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Oklahoma :  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  F a vorable. 

State  of  Arkansas :  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable, 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  surface  water  supply  of 
satisfactory  quality  for  municipal  and  industrial  uses,  as  well  as  ir¬ 
rigation,  in  a  rapidly  growing  section  of  the  country  is  not  available 
and  that  the  demands  for  good  water  will  tax  the  available  surface 
and  ground  supply.  It  believes  that  the  proposed  improvement  will 
make  a  significant  contribution  to  the  solution  of  the  water  problems 
of  this  area  and  with  continued  study,  as  recommended,  a  similar  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  solution  of  like  problems  in  other  areas.  The  com¬ 
mittee  heartily  endorses  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  urges  the  authorization  of  this  project. 

KAYSINGER  BLUFF  RESERVOIR,  OSAGE  RIVER,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  578, 87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kaysinger  Bluff  Eeservoir  would  be  located  in  west- 
central  Missouri  immediately  upstream  from  the  existing  Lake  of  the 
Ozarks,  created  by  Bagnell  Dam. 

Authority. — Eesolutions,  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Worte,  adopted  March  25,  1961,  and  June  7,  1961,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  Kaysinger  Bluff  project  was  authorized  for 
flood  control  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  with  a  planned  total 
storage  capacity  of  4,040,000  acre-feet.  The  reservoir  is  one  of  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  nine  authorized  reservoirs  in  the  Osage  Eiver  Basin.  Two  are 
under  construction,  two  are  under  preconstruction  planning,  two  are 
being  restudied,  no  work  is  underway  on  the  remaining  three. 

Problems. — The  Osage  Eiyer  Basin  is  subject  to  damaging  floods  at 
any  time  of  year.  Also,  the  river  is  a  major  contributor  to  severe  floods 
which  endanger  rich  farmlands  along  the  Missouri  Eiver,  the  St.  Louis 
industrial  area,  and  lands  along  the  middle  and  lower  Mississippi. 
There  is  a  need  for  conservation  storage  to  provide  hydroelectric  peak- 
ing  power  for  integration  with  fuel  generating  plants,  and  to  support 
fish  and  wildlife,  recreation  and  other  uses. 
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Recom'tnended  plan  of  iraprovement. — Modification  of  the  Kay- 
singer  Bluff  Kesei-voir  project  to  provide  for  a  reservoir  with  a  total 
storage  capacity  of  about  5,200,000  acre-feet,  and  with  hydroelectric 
power  generating  facilities,  to  serve  the  primary  purposes  of  flood  con¬ 


trol,  power,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation.  • 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961). — 

Federal : 

Existing  project - $99,  508,  000 

Proposed  modification -  43, 245,  000 


Subtotal _  142,  753, 000 

Non-Federal _  None 


Total -  142,  753,  000 

Project  econom  ics. — 

Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ .$4,  344,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  425,  000 

Loss  of  land  productivity _  494,  000 

Taxes  foregone _  49, 000 


Total -  5, 312,  000 

Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  4,  264,  000 

Power -  1,  797,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  500,  000 

Recreation _  800, 000 


Total _  7,361,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperatiaii. — None  required. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Kecommends  mineral  evaluation 
in  preconstruction  planning.  Recommends  national  wildlife  ref¬ 
uge  as  part  of  project. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
concurs  in  the  need  for  a  reexamination  of  the  financial  feasibility  of 
the  power  features  during  the  design  stage,  on  the  basis  of  power 
values  then  appropriate.  The  Bureau  advises  that  it  would  expect 
that  construction  of  power  features  of  the  Kaysinger  Bluff  project, 
other  than  penstocks  or  other  provisions  for  future  power  installa¬ 
tions,  not  be  undertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  costs 
including  joint  costs  allocated  to  power  can  be  returned  with  interest 
within  a  period  of  50  years.  Also,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the 
decision  on  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction 
with  the  Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir  project  be  deferred  until  an  ade¬ 
quate  long-range  plan  for  the  refuge  system  is  developed  which  will 
permit  a  meaningful  evaluation  of  the  contribution  of  the  proposed 
refuge  to  the  purposes  of  the  national  wildlife  refuge  system;  and, 
until  means  are  developed  for  financing  refuge  land  acquisitions  re- 
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lated  to  water  resources  projects  in  a  way  which  will  assure  the  advan¬ 
tages  of  unified  financing  of  the  total  refuge  land  acquisition  program. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  also  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
submission  of  this  report  to  the  Congress. 

Actj^n  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — Concurs  with  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Remarhs. — This  project  provides  for  modification  of  the  authorized 
flood  control  project  by  the  addition  of  a  conservation  pool  for  the 
development  of  hydroelectric  power  and  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  rec¬ 
reation  uses.  The  estimated  increase  in  cost  over  the  cost  of  the  author¬ 
ized  project  is  $43,245,000.  It  is  noted  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
decision  on  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction 
with  the  reservoir  project  be  deferred. 

The  committee  has  approved  the  Kaysinger  Bluff  Eeservoir  project 
in  Missouri.  However,  in  reviewing  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  it  is  noted  that  there  is  a  proposal  for  the  acquisition  of  land 
for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir.  Since 
long-range  plans  for  the  development  of  national  wildlife  refuges  at 
reservoirs  have  not  been  completed,  it  is  the  recommendation  of  the 
committee  that  no  land  be  acquired  for  such  purposes  at  this  time. 

KANSAS  RR-ER,  KANS.,  NEBR.,  AND  COLO. 

(S.  Doc.  122,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kansas  Eiver  flows  generally  eastward  and  drains  an 
area  of  about  60,000  square  miles  in  eastern  Colorado,  southern  Nebras¬ 
ka,  and  north-central  Kansas.  The  river  enters  IMissouri  Eiver  at  the 
Kansas  Citys.  Improvements  recommended  in  the  report  are  lo¬ 
cated  in  eastern  Kansas  and  at  the  Kansas  Citys. 

Authority. — Eesolutions,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  August  20, 1953,  and  June  16, 1954. 

Existing  projects. — Completed  corps  reservoirs  in  the  basin  are  Kan- 
opolis  and  Harlan  County.  Corps  reservoirs  under  construction  are 
Tuttle  Creek  and  Milford.  Corps  reservoirs  authorized  but  not  start¬ 
ed  are  Perry,  Wilson,  and  Pioneer.  The  corps  has  17  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  projects  either  completed,  under  construction,  or  authorized 
but  not  started,  in  the  basin.  The  Bureau  of  Eeclamation  has  com¬ 
pleted  eight  reservoirs  in  the  basin.  Tlie  Soil  Conservation  Service  has 
completed  five  watershed  protection  projects.  Local  interests  have 
completed  250  miles  of  levees. 

Prohlems. — Many  severe  floods  have  occurred  in  the  basin.  The 
ravaging  1951  floods  resulted  in  estimated  damages  of  $725  million. 
Also,  severe  droughts  have  been  experienced,  indicating  the  need  for 
water  conservation. 

Reco^nmended  improvements. — Four  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  for 
flood  control,  water  supply,  and  fish  and  wildlife,  and  general  recrea¬ 
tion.  The  reservoirs  would  be  located  on  tributaries  to  the  main  Kan¬ 
sas  Eiver  in  the  loiver,  eastern  end  of  the  basin,  and  would  range  in 
gross  capacity  from  157,000  to  384,000  acre-feet.  Also  recommended 
are  improvements  of  existing  local  protection  works  at  the  Kansas 
Citys. 
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E.Himated  cost  {September  1960  prices) . — 


Item 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Reservoirs _  .  ...  . 

$70. 240,000 
17, 830, 000 

(■) 

$3, 050, 000 

$70, 240, 000 
20, 880,000 

l/ocal  protection  works _ _ _ 

Total _ _ 

88,070,000 

3,050,000 

91,120,000 

<  Local  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  an  amount  currently  estimated  at  $10,919,000  for  water 
supply.  Thus,  the  total  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for  all  recommended  work  is  estimated  at  $77,151,000. 

Project  economics:  Reservoirs. — 


Item 

Reservoir 

Woodbine 

Onaga 

Grove 

Clinton 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replace¬ 
ment _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  .. 

$502, 000 

65,000 

$850,000 

68,000 

$467, 000 

64,000 

$1, 023, 000 

89,000 

$2, 842, 000 

>  276, 000 

657,000 

918,000 

531,000 

1,112,000 

3, 118, 000 

731,000 
75,000 
27,000 
141, 000 

1, 205, 000 
270,000 
41,000 
195, 000 

509,000 

120,000 

82,000 

66,000 

1, 026, 000 
210,000 
107,000 
201,000 

3, 471, 000 
675,000 
257,000 
603,000 

Water  supply.  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation . . 

General  recreation _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

Beneflt-cost  ratio . . . 

974,  000 

1,711, 000 

777, 000 

1, 544, 000 

6, 006, 000 

1.7 

1.9 

1.5 

1.4 

1.6 

I  Net  annual  cost  to  the  United  States  for  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements  currently  estimated 
$224,500. 


Local  protection  works. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$645, 000 

$142,000 

6,000 

$787, 000 
6,000 
11,000 

Maintenance,  oneration,  and  replacement 

Economic  losses _ _ 

Total . . 

645,000 

147,000 

803,000 
1, 199, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  control _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Reservoirs:  Prior  to  construction  furnish  as¬ 
surances  to  make  demands  for  use  of  water  supply  storage  witliin  a 
period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  within  the  life  of  the  project,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  as 
amended  by  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961; 
hold  the  United  States  free,  from  water  rights  claims ;  prevent  en¬ 
croachments  on  capacities  of  streams  below  reservoirs  necessary  for 
reservoir  operation.  Local  protection  works :  Furnish  necessary  lands, 
e^ernents,  rights-of-way;  make  necessary  alterations  and  relocations 
of  utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  as  prescribed.  Responsible  local  interests  have  in¬ 
dicated  they  will  comply  with  the  all  foregoing  requirements. 
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Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Kansas:  Favoi-able.  Urge  early  authorization  and 
construction. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable.  Recommend  that  all 
joint  costs  allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  be  nonreimbursable  Fed¬ 
eral  costs. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  notes  that  the  Governor  of  Kansas  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  in  commenting  on  the  proposed  report,  urged  that  joint  costs 
allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  values  be  borne  entirely  by  the  Federal 
Government,  rather  than  shared  in  the  manner  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers;  and,  that  in  view  of  more  recent  recommenda¬ 
tions  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  cost-sharing  arrangements  for  fish 
and^  wildlife  and  other  recreation  in  connection  with  other  reservoir 
projects,  consideration  might  be  given  this  matter  before  transmitting 
the  repoil  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  letter  transmitting 
the  report  to  Congress,  recommended  that  local  interests  not  be  re¬ 
quired  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  any  portion  of  the  con¬ 
struction  costs  and  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  the 
reservoirs  allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  recreation  such  portions  cur¬ 
rently  estimated  at  $1,221,000  and  $4,200,  respectively. 

Woodbine  Reservoir  is  a  desirable  element  in  the  overall  basin  plan 
for  the  Kansas  River  Basin.  However,  the  remaining  three  recom¬ 
mended  reservoirs  would  function  physically  for  their  intended  pur¬ 
poses  without  Woodbine,  and  each  is  economically  justified  as  an  in¬ 
dividual  element. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  some  local  opposition  to 
Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyons  Creek  is  evidenced.  The  committee 
believes  that  authorization  of  Woodbine  Reservoir  should  be  deferred 
subject  to  submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  the  88th  Congress,  which  shall  take  into  account  related 
plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Kansas  Water  Resources 
Board,  and  Lyons  Creek  Watershed  Joint  District  No.  41,  and  prep¬ 
aration  of  such  report  should  be  authorized.  Otherwise,  the  com¬ 
mittee  endorses  at  this  time  the  plan  of  improvement  for  develop- 
]nent  of  the  lower  Kansas  River  Basin. 

The  committee  approves  the  general  plan  for  flood  control  as  con¬ 
tained  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  However,  some  ques¬ 
tion  has  arisen  with  respect  to  the  best  method  of  obtaining  the  degree 
of  control  which  would  be  accomplished  through  the  construction  of 
tlie  Wodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyons  Creek.  Therefore,  the  committee 
is  recommending  deferment  of  this  unit  until  such  time  as  restudy 
is  made  to  determine  if  other  means  can  be  foimd  to  accomplish  the  de¬ 
sired  purpose. 
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WHITE  CLAY  CREEK,  ATCHISON,  KANS, 

(S.  Doc.  151,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — White  Clay  Creek,  which  flows  through  the  city  of 
Atchinson,  Kans.,  is  a  right-bank  tributaiy  to  the  Missouri  Eiver. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  August  4,  1958. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  improvements  for  flood  control  only. 
Soil  (conservation  Service  plan  provides  for  several  small  detention 
dams  in  the  basin.  Urban  renewal  program  with  assistance  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  was  undertaken  after  flood  disaster 
of  1958. 

Flood  prohlew.. — Average  annual  damages  estimated  at  $263,800. 
1958  flood  caused  $3,600,000  in  damages  and  took  three  lives. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  diversion  tunnel  to  carry 
floods  through  the  city  of  Atchison  to  the  Missouri  River. 


Estimated  cost  {1961  prices'). — 

Federal  _  _  _ 

Non-Federal  _  _  _  ___ 

$3, 495, 000 
20,000 

Total _ _  _  _  _  _ _ 

Project  economics. — 

3,  515,  000 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _  .  . 

$99,  COO 

$820 
1, 180 

$100, 420 
1,180 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _ 

Total _ _ 

99, 600 

2,000 

101,600 
197, 800 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damage  prevention  .... 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way;  perform  all  necessary  modifications  and  relocations 
of  utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  the  project.  Local  interests  agree. 

C omments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Kansas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RemarJcs.  ^The  committee  notes  that,  following  the  catastrophic 
floods  of  1958,  the  city  of  Atchison  was  declared  a  disaster  area.  It 
also  notes  that  a  joint  plan  has  been  developed  by  the  (jorps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  to  protect  the  business  district 
^  f of  such  an  event.  The  committee  feels  that  in  view 
of  the  lives  that  have  been  lost  and  the  tremendous  damages  suffered, 
the  proposed  improvement  is  urgently  needed,  and  recommends  its 
early  authorization. 
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PAPILLION  CREEK  AND  TOIBUTARIES,  NEBRASKA 
(H.  Doc.  475,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Papillion  Creek  Basin  is  located  in  the  western 
suburbs  of  Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  it  empties  into  the  Missouri  Eiver  a 
few  miles  downstream  from  the  city. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  23, 1946. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  flood 
control  in  the  basin.  Local  interests  have  constructed  levees  and  im¬ 
proved  the  stream  channels  at  various  points  in  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Local  channel  and  levee  improvements  have  been 
partially  effective,  but  runoff  and  flood  intensities  have  increased  with 
urbanization.  The  existing  channel  capacities  on  Papillion  Creek  and 
tributaries  are  generally  inadequate  for  flood  flows. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  proposed  plan  consists 
essentially  of  channel  enlargement  of  Little  Papillion  Creek,  together 
with  necessary  bridge  modifications  and  intermittent  riprapping,  for 
a  distance  of  about  6.5  miles. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 

Federal _ $2,122,000 

Non-Federal -  1, 400,  000 


Total -  3,  522,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$77, 000 

0 

$65, 200 
2,800 

$142, 200 
2,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ 

77,000 

68, 000 

145,000 

199,700 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation.— Fw.vm.Ai  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  make  alter¬ 
ations  to  all  road,  highway,  bridge  and  utilities;  maintain  and  op¬ 
erate.  Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are  willing  and  able  to 
comply  with  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Nebraska :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

CoTnments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarlcs. — The  recommended  plan  would  reduce  flood  damages 
in  the  western  suburbs  of  Omaha,  and  any  watershed  erosion  control 
plan  which  might  be  found  feasible  in  the  future  would  tend  to  com¬ 
plement  the  presently  recommended  channel  improvements.  It  is 
further  noted  that  flood  protection  for  a  portion  of  Offutt  Air  Force 
Base  has  been  approved  for  construction  as  a  military  project.  In 
view  of  the  need  for  flood  protection  the  committee  recommends  its 
early  authorization. 
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INDIAN  CREEK,  IOWA 
(H.  Doc.  438,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Indian  Creek  rises  about  4  miles  north  of  Council 
Bluffs,  Iowa,  on  the  east  side  of  the  Missouri  Kiver  opposite  Omaha, 
Nebr.,  flows  in  a  southerly  direction  through  the  city  of  Council  Bluffs 
to  the  river,  nearly  6  miles  downstream. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  22, 1947. 

Existing  'project. — The  only  Federal  improvements  for  flood  control 
in  the  basin  have  been  constructed  downstream  from  29th  Avenue 
to  provide  an  outlet  and  tieback  levees  in  conjunction  with  the  Mis¬ 
souri  River  agricultural  levee  project.  Local  interests  have  improved 
the  channel  from  the  north  city  limits  through  the  highly  developed 
section  with  nearly  3  miles  of  open  concrete  chaimel  and  closed 
conduit. 

Flood  'problem. — The  topographic  characteristics  of  the  upland  area 
cause  runoff  in  Indian  Creek  Basin  to  funnel  into  the  heart  of  Coun¬ 
cil  Bluffs  and  create  potential  for  a  major  flood  disaster.  The  stand¬ 
ard  project  flood  discharge  is  considerably  in  excess  of  the  existing 
channel  capacity  of  4,800  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Recorrumended  plan  of  impro'vement. — The  proposed  plan  is  part 
of  a  joint  effort  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  which  includes  a  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control  combined 
with  watershed  measures  in  the  headwaters.  The  reservoir  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  corps  to  be  located  just  above  the  north  city  limits 
would  be  an  earth  fill  structure  with  a  height  of  70  feet  and  a  length 
of  1,900  feet  creating  a  reservoir  of  about  8,600  acre-feet.  The  SCS 
portion  of  the  plan  consists  of  land  treatment  and  structui’al  measures 
to  reduce  erosion  in  the  headwaters  and  silt  deposition  in  the  existing 
channel  through  the  city,  which  will  be  reported  on  by  the  agency. 

Estimated  cost  {Price  level  of  1960) . — 

Federal - $1,270,000 

Non-Federal -  1, 260,  000 


Total -  2,  530,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$46,400 

$58,600 

3,000 

$105, 000 
3,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration _ 

Total . 

46,400 

61,600 

108,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

127,900 

1,300 

Reduced  channel  maintenance 

Total . . . 

129,200 
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Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  all 
road,  highway,  and  utility  alterations  and  modifications;  enter  into 
contract  for  reimbursement  of  the  entire  cost  of  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  currently  estimated  at  $3,000  annually;  and  provide  in 
cooperation  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  under  continuing 
authorization  and  funding  arrangements,  an  adequate  erosion-control 
program  as  developed  by  the  SCS  and  as  contemplated  in  the  overall 
plan  of  improvement,  the  installation  of  such  program  to  be  under¬ 
taken  in  advance  of  or  concurrently  with  construction  of  the  dam 
and  reservoir  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agiuculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable. 

Comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  cognizant  of  the  flood  damages  that 
can  occur  when  flows  exceed  the  existing  closed  conduit  through  the 
city  which  was  built  by  local  interests.  It  believes  that  the  plan 
consisting  of  a  flood  detention  dam  to  be  constructed  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  together  with  watershed  measures  to  reduce  upland 
erosion  to  be  accomplished  under  the  direction  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  is  suitable  and  economically  justified.  The  relatively  high 
cost  of  local  interests  for  the  usual  items  of  local  cooperation  for  the 
project  recommended  by  the  corps  has  been  noted,  and  the  committee 
considers  these  requirements  to  be  proper  and  equitable. 

GRAND  RI\T:R  and  TRIBTTTARIES,  north  and  south  DAKOTA 


(H.  Doc.  574,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Grand  River  is  a  western  tributary  of  the  Missouri 
River,  formed  by  the  junction  of  its  north  and  south  forks  near  Shade- 
hill,  in  the  northwestern  sector  of  South  Dakota. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944,  and 
a  resolution.  Committee  on  Commerce,  U.S.  Senate,  adopted  June 
22, 1937. 

Existing  project. — None  that  effect  this  report.  A  local  protection 
project  was  constructed  at  Scranton,  N.  Dak.,  in  1959,  under  special 
continuing  authority  available  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Flood  problem. — The  principal  areas  subject  to  flooding  involve 
an  80-mile  strip  of  agricultural  lands,  containing  about  16,500  acres, 
extending  from  about  6  miles  above  Haley,  N.  Dak.,  downstream  to 
Shadehill  Reservoir.  County  bridges  and  roads  and  agricultural 
fencing  are  also  subject  to  frequent  flood  damages.  The  most  dam¬ 
aging  flood  occurred  in  1952,  causing  losses  estimated  at  $596,000. 
Losses  of  $478,000  occurred  in  1950  at  a  result  of  snowmelt  and  ice 
jams.  The  average  annual  damages  are  estimated  at  $85,300  under 
Jime  1961  price  levels  and  development  and  $93,800  at  future  levels 
of  development. 
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Recommended  flan  of  improvement.- — -A  multiple-purpose  clam  and 
reservoir  on  the  North  Fork  of  the  Grand  River  at  the  Rowman-IIaley 
site  in  North  Dakota,  the  future  construction  of  a  water-conveyance 
system,  and  coordinated  acquisition  of  an  interest  in  lands  for  a  wild¬ 
life  habitat  improvement  project.  The  reservoir  would  provide  73,000 
acre-feet  of  storage,  including  53,000  acre-feet  for  flood  control  and 
16,000  acre-feet  for  conservation  purposes  to  serve  water-supply,  gen¬ 
eral  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  pui*poses.  As  pertains  to  future 
water  conveyance  facilities,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  considers  that 
such  works  should  be  undertaken  by  the  Federal  Government  only 
in  the  event  that  local  interests  are  unable  to  accomplish  the  necessary 
planning  and  construction  work  by  means  of  their  own  resources,  or 
with  the  financial  assistance  by  the  Community  Facilities  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Housing  and  Plome  Finance  Agency,  the  Federal  agency 
authorized,  subject  to  certain  requirements,  to  assist  non-Federal  pub¬ 
lic  agencies  in  the  financing  of  needed  public  works  of  this  type. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1061). — 

Federal - $2,  670, 000 

Non-Federal _  (') 


Total _ _ =  2,  670,  000 

1  Local  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  construction  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply,  estimated  at  .$743,000. 

®  Does  not  include  local  cost  for  future  water  conveyance  facilities  currently  estimated  at 
$1,515,000. 


Project  economics  {reservoir  only  0. — 


Federall 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$62,  400 
5,400 

$24, 900 
2,700 

$87, 300 
8, 100 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _ 

Total . . . .  . . 

67. 800 

27, 600 

95, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  _ _ 

74,000 
55,000 
24, 000 
21,200 

Water  supply _  ....  .... 

Recreation _  . 

Fish  and  wildlife _ _ ...  ... 

Total . . . 

174, 200 

Annual  costs  and  benefits  of  future  water  conveyance  facilities  assumed  to  be  equal. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation.- — Reimburse  the  United  States  for  reservoir  costs 
allocated  to  water  supply  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act 
of  1958,  as  amended ;  bear  the  entire  cost  of  water  conveyance  facilities 
and  maintain  and  operate  such  facilities;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  water  rights  claims  and  damages  due  to  construction 
of  the  project ;  local  interests  agree. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommend  authorization  at  this 
time,  but  request  authorization  to  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Interior- Army  agreement  of  March  14, 1962. 
Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Fav’-orable. 
Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 
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State  of  Noi’ili  Dakota :  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  No  objection. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
concurs  in  the  view  that  Federal  construction  of  future  water  con¬ 
veyance  facilities  associated  with  the  recommended  Bowman-Haley 
reservoir  project  should  be  undertaken  only  in  the  event  that  local 
interests  are  unable  to  accomplish  the  necessary  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  work  by  means  of  their  own  resources.  The  Bureau  ad¬ 
vised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the 
Congress. 

Secretary  of  the  Army. — In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  memo* 
1  andum  of  agreement  between  the  Departments  of  the  Interior  and 
Army,  dated  March  14, 1962, 1  recommend  authorization  of  the  project 
for  construction  by  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation. 

Remarics.  The  committee  believes  this  to  be  a  worthy  project  in  a 
location  where  there  is  need  and  area  for  much  economic  development. 
The  future  water  conveyance  facilities  associated  with  the  basic  reser¬ 
voir  project  are  considered  to  be  a  desirable  element  of  the  overall  plan 
of  improvement,  and  the  committee  hopes  that  local  interests  will  be 
able  to  accomplish  the  necessary  planning  and  construction  of  these 
facilities  as  the  need  therefor  arises.  The  committee  recommends 
Biat  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Bowman-Haley 
Iteservoir  be  accomplished  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  under  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny. 

FLOYD  RIVER,  IOWA,  MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Floyd  River  flood  control  project  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con- 
B-oI  Act  of  1958  in  accordance  with  House  Document  No.  417  84th 
Congress,  provided  for  rectification  of  an  existing  flood  channel  and 
an  auxiliary  chaimel  at  Sioux  City.  The  authorization  provided  for 
alterations  and  additions  at  local  expense, 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  which  recommended  altera¬ 
tion  of  the  flood  control  project  did  not  contemplate  construction  of 
any  new  projects  of  the  type  required  for  interstate  highway  use. 
Ihe  report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  was  made  INIav  3.  1956,  prior  to 
mithorization  of  the  Interstate  Highway  Sj^stem.  The  Interstate 
Highway  System  was  authorized  June  29,  1956.  Plannino-  for  the 
section  of  Interstate  Highway  29  was  accomplished  in  the  period  be¬ 
tween  June  29,  1956,  and  November  12,  1958,  at  which  time  the  con- 
striiction  of  tliis  section  of  tlie  iiighway  was  initiated. 

Initial  preconstruction  planning  funds  for  the  flood  control  proj¬ 
ect  were  appropriated  September  2,  1958.  Detailed  planning  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  modification  of  the  authorized  flood  control  plan  to  ob¬ 
tain  better  hydraulic  design,  avoid  railroad  difficulties  and  avoid  dis¬ 
ruption  of  large  business  establisliments.  This  modification  includes 
a  imw  Floyd  River  channel  which  crosses  the  Interstate  29  alignment. 

The  city  requested  the  Highway  Commission  delay  completion  of 
^  highway  in  the  area  of  the  new  channel  as  soon  as  this 

modification  was  adopted ;  however,  the  highway  was  already  under 
construction  at  that  time  and  the  Highway  Commission  took  no  de¬ 
laying  action. 
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The  provision  in  the  bill  would  relieve  local  interests  of  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  constructing  the  new  twin  bridges  and  make  this  a  Federal 
responsibility. 

Through  a  series  of  events  over  which  the  local  people  have  had 
no  control,  a  set  of  twin  bridges  on  Interstate  Highway  29  is  reouired 
in  connection  with  construction  of  a  new  main  channel  for  the  Floyd 
River  to  provide  adequate  flow  into  the  Missouri  River.  This  new 
channel  represents  a  change  in  the  original  approved  plan  for  the 
project,  and  the  change  has  been  justified  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
At  the  time  the  original  plan  was  approved,  the  interstate  highway 
program  had  not  even  been  authorized,  and  requirements  for  highway 
bridges  could  not  have  been  reasonably  foreseen.  Meanwhile,  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  29  has  been  constructed  at  the  point  where  the  new 
main  channel  for  the  flood  control  project  will  flow.  The  modified 
language  will  assure  construction  of  the  twin  bridges  at  Federal  ex¬ 
pense  with  the  other  local  participation  requirements  remaining  as 
provided  in  the  original  authorization. 

KOKOSING  RTVER  BASIN,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  — ,  220,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kokosing  River  rises  in  Morrow  County,  Ohio,  and  flows 
through  Knox  County  and  into  Coshocton  County  Avhere  it  joins  the 
Mohican  River  to  form  the  Wolhonding  River.  Mount  Vernon  is 
located  in  Knox  County  at  about  river  mile  24. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  March  5,  1952,  and  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Damaging  floods  are  exceeded  on  the  average  of 
once  in  10  years  at  Fredericktown,  once  in  5  years  at  Mount  Vernon, 
and  once  in  25  years  at  Millwood.  The  maximum  flood  of  record  in 
January  1959  had  a  peak  Aoav  of  38,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Mount 
Vernon.  Total  damages  from,  the  1959  flood  are  estimated  at 
$5,300,000.  The  average  annual  damages  are  estimatecl  at  $151,000 
on  the  basis  of  mid-1959  prices  and  stage  development. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  the  Nortli 
Branch  Reservoir  on  North  Branch  of  Kokosing  Ri^^er,  about  2.2  miles 
upstream  from  Fredericktown,  Ohio,  and  snagging  and  clearing  of 
Kokosing  River  downstream  from  Tilden  Avenue  Bridge  in  IMount 
Vernon  for  a  distance  of  about  24,500  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.,  June  1959). — 


North 

Branch  Dam 
and  Reservoir 

Mount 
Vernon 
clearing  and 
snagging 

Total 

Federal . . 

$2, 334, 000 

$104,000 

113,000 

$2,438,000 

113,000 

Non-Federal . . 

Total _ _ 

2,334,000 

217,000 

2, 561,000 
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Project  economics. — 


North 

Branch  Dam 
and  Reservoir 

Mount 
Vernon 
clearing  and 
snagging 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$85,300 

2,400 

$3,700 

$89,000 

2,400 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

Total . . . 

87, 700 

3,700 

4,400 

6,600 

91,400 

4,400 

6,600 

Non-Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

Loss  ol  land  productivity _ _ 

4,900 

Total _ 

92,600 

114,700 

13,600 

28,200 

106,200 

142,900 

Annual  benefits:  Prevention  of  flood  damages _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ 

1,2 

2,1 

1,3 

Local  cooperation. — For  cliannel  snagging  and  clearing,  furnish 
lands,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  of 
damages;  maintain  works,  repair  levees  along  Kokosing  River  at 
Mount  Vernon;  enlarge  the  flowage  opening  at  West  High  Street 
Bridge;  accomplish  all  changes,  relocations  and  alterations  made 
necessary  by  the  works,  except  for  alteration  of  railroad  bridge  at 
mouth  of  Dry  Creek;  prevent  encroachment;  and  adequately  inform 
local  interests  that  the  combined  project  will  not  provide  protection 
against  floods  greater  than  that  of  January  1969.  Agree  that  con¬ 
struction  of  the  reservoir  will  be  contingent  upon  prior  or  simulta¬ 
neous  accomplishment  of  the  snagging  and  clearing  work.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Cormnents  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  No  objection. 

State  of  Ohio :  F avorable. 

Convments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  Kokosing  River  Basin  survey  report  recommends 
construction  of  two  projects  for  adequate  flood  damage  relief  in  the 
vicinity  of  Mount  Vernon,  Ohio.  The  North  Branch  of  Kokosing 
River  Reservoir,  and  the  Mount  Vernon  snagging  and  clearing  proj¬ 
ect,  along  with  the  existing  State-owned  conservation  dam  on  the  East 
Branch  of  the  Kokosing  and  with  slight  improvement  to  the  existing 
locally  built  levees  along  Kokosing  River,  would  afford  practically 
complete  protection  to  Mount  Vernon  from  the  maximum  flood  of 
record.  In  addition,  substantial  flood  damages  vpould  be  prevented 
in  the  rural  reaches  downstream  from  the  proposed  reservoir.  The 
work  is  amply  justified  and  the  committee  considers  authorization  of 
the  projects  advisable. 

WABASH  RIVER  AT  MOUNT  CARMEL 
(H.  Doc.  573,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Mount  Carmel  is  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Wabash  River 
in  southeastern  Illinois,  about  35  miles  southwest  of  Vincennes,  Ind. 
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Authority. — Flood  Control  Act,  July  24, 1946. 

Existing  froject. — None. 

Flood  frohl-em. — The  most  severe  flood  of  recent  times  was  that  of 
March  1913.  Recurrence  of  the  March  1913  flood  would  cause 
damages  of  Mount  Carmel  and  vicinity  estimated  at  $402,000  under 
1961  prices  and  conditions.  The  future  average  annual  flood  damage 
between  Greathouse  Creek  at  Mount  Carmel,  mile  93.6  and  Grand 
Rapids,  mile  97.1  after  completion  of  the  Wabash  River  levee  plans 
is  estimated  at  $125,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.—'PTO\\d&s,  for  construction  of 
15,900  feet  of  levee  and  1,465  feet  of  concrete  wall  with  the  necessary 
appurtenant  works.  The  plan  of  improvement  would  provide  com¬ 
plete  pi'otection  to  practically  all  of  the  urban  areas  within  the  city 
limits  subject  to  flooding  and  some  of  the  agricultural  areas. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _ $1,  417,  000 

Non-Pederal _  100,  000 

Total _  1,  517,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

TTit.p.rpst  and  nmnrt.lzntinn 

$52, 500 
500 

$5,500 
13, 500 

$58,000 

14,000 

Maintpnannp.  and  oppr.af.ion 

Total 

63, 000 

19, 000 

72,000 

119,200 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way ;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages;  and  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  local  coojjeration. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal,  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
states  that  the  district  engineer’s  report  indicates  that  installation  of 
authorized  agricultural  levees  in  the  vicinity  of  Mount  Carmel,  prin¬ 
cipally  levee  unit  No.  5,  would,  because  of  stream  confinement,  increase 
flood  stages  and  compound  flood  problems  at  Mount  Carmel.  For 
this  reason,  the  project  at  Mount  Carmel,  as  a  whole,  would  be  economi¬ 
cally  justified  and  would  be  desired  by  local  interests  only  if  levee  unit 
No.  5  is  built.  Analysis  of  information  in  the  report  also  indicates 
that  the  selected  plan  of  improvement  includes,  as  separate  features, 
levee  protection  for  two  relatively  undeveloped  tracts  of  flood  plain 
land  at  a_  first  cost  of  $860,000.  As  the  plan  is  formidated  and 
evaluated  in  the  report,  protection  of  the  tracts  would  not  be  economi- 
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cally  justified,  and  the  distinct  eng-ineei’'s  report  does  not  make  clear 
why  the  selected  plan  includes  these  features.  The  level  of  protec¬ 
tion  they  afford  will,  however,  apparently  counteract  the  damages 
from  increased  flood  stages  expected  to  result  from  installation  of 
levee  unit  No.  5.  The  Bureau  has  recently  received  from  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  information  not  contained  in  the  report,  which  indicates 
conditions  under  which  protection  of  the  tracts  could  be  regarded  as 
economically  justified. 

While  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  have  no  objection  to  inclu¬ 
sion  of  the  tracts  in  the  project,  the  Bureau  suggests  that  the  informa¬ 
tional  deficiencies  of  the  report  should  be  remedied  by  making  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Congress  an  adequate  explanation  of  the  basis  on  which 
the  two  tracts  were  included  in  the  selected  plan. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress. 

Action  toy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  states  that 
further  information  will  be  made  available  to  Congress  as  requested. 

Remarhf^. — The  project  will  protect  the  urban  areas  at  Mount 
Carmel,  Ill.,  and  380  acres  of  agricidtural  areas  from  flood  stages  of  the 
Wabash  River.  Mount  Carmel  is  the  county  seat  and  principal  mark¬ 
eting  center  of  "Wabash  County.  There  are  a  number  of  diversified 
industries  in  the  town  including  the  manufacture  of  radios,  record 
changers,  electronic  equipment,  and  automotive  wrenches.  The  com¬ 
mittee  considers  authorization  of  this  project  advisable. 

MAD  RIVER  ABOVE  HUFFMAN  DAM,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  439,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Mad  River  is  a  tributary  of  the  Miami  River  at  Dayton, 
Ohio.  Buck  Creek,  the  principal  tributary,  flows  through  Springfield, 
Ohio,  to  its  junction  with  Mad  River. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  February  17, 1959. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — On  Mad  River  from  Springfield  to  Huffman  Dam, 
a  recurrence  of  the  1913  flood  would  cause  greater  damage  than  any 
other  known  past  flood.  At  present  development,  damages  at 
Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base  would  be  $1,400,000;  rural  losses 
would  be  $580,000  and  urban  damages  would  be  $120,000.  Average 
annual  damages  are  estimated  at  $189,000.  On  Buck  Creek  where 
the  principal  development  is  the  Springfield  metropolitan  area,  a 
recurrence  of  the  1929  flood  would  result  in  urban  damages,  mostly 
industrial,  of  $2,238,000  and  rural  losses  would  be  $38,000.  Average 
annual  damages  for  the  reach  are  estimated  at  $104,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
a  gravel-fill  dam  at  mile  7.3  on  Buck  Creek.  Total  storage  would  be 
32,800  acre- feet  of  which  30,400  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control 
and  2,400  acre-feet  would  be  for  recreation  and  conservation. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960). — Federal,  $7,930,000. 


90050-^2- 
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Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $295,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation -  42,  000 

Loss  of  iand  productivity -  14, 000 


Total _  351, 000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _  280, 000 

Higher  use  of  land _  9,  000 

Recreation _  265, 000 


Total _  554, 000 


BeneM-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Prevent  encroachment  in  Buck  Creek  channel 
below  the  reservoir.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Ohio :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  expect  that  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction 
of  the  Buck  Creek  Eeservoir,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  review  the 
economic  evaluation  of  the  project  in  light  of  the  water  resource  evalu¬ 
ation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration. 

Renmrks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  dam  and  reservoir  on 
Buck  Creek  will  provide  an  economical  and  efficient  means  of  alleviat¬ 
ing  severe  flood  losses  at  Springfield,  Ohio,  and  downstream  along 
Mad  River  such  as  occurred  in  January  1959  and  in  prior  years.  The 
committee  recommends  authorization  of  this  project  to  reduce  flood 
losses  and  to  provide  recreational  opportunities  in  the  area. 

Big  SotTTH  Fork  Cumberland  River  Ky.  and  Tenn. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River  is  located  in 
north  central  Tennessee  and  southeastern  Kentucky. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committee 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  on  March  12,  1942,  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  April  18, 1951. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  in  the  Big 
South  Fork  Basin.  There  are  six  existing  or  authorized  dam  and 
reservoir  projects  in  the  Cumberland  Basin  which  would  be  affected 
by  the  recommended  project. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  243 


Flood  problem. — Local  interests  desire  construction  of  reservoirs 
TO  provide  power,  flood  control,  and  recreation  and  to  improve  the 
economic  study  of  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  provides  for  a  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  Big  South  Fork,  Cumberland 
River  Basin,  Ky,  and  Tenn.  for  power,  flood  control,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses,  at  Devil’s  Jumps;  additional  reservoir  clearing  at  Wolf  Creek 
project;  and  modification  of  Lake  Cumberland  operation  by  trans¬ 
ferring  255,000  acre-feet  of  flood  control  storage  to  Devil’s  Jumps 
Reservoir. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1958) . 

Federal  _ $151,000,000 

Non-Federal  _  None 


Total  -  151,  000, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$6, 802, 000 
600,000 
3, 641,000 
31,000 

0 

$6, 802, 000 
600,000 
3,641,000 
31,000 

Maintenance  and  operation  and  major  replacements _ 

0 

Taxes  foregone _ J _ .  .  .  _ 

0 

Loss  in  productivity  on  lands _ 

0 

Total _ 

10, 074, 000 

0 

10,074,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Hydroelectric  power _ 

12, 079, 000 
280,000 

Recreation _ _ 

Total... _  . 

12,  359, 000 

Benefit-cost  Ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agi'iculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Kentucky :  F avorable. 

State  of  Tennessee :  F avorable. 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority:  Project  power  would  not  be  at- 
t  raoti  ve  to  TV  A  at  this  time. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
states  that  the  President  in  his  natural  resources  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  instructed  the  Bureau  to  reevaluate  current  standards  for  ap¬ 
praising  the  feasibility  of  water  resource  projects.  If  the  Devil’s 
Jmnps  project  is  authorized  by  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  would  ex- 
peet  that  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the 
Devil’s  Jumps  project,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  reallocate  the 
costs  of  the  project  to  the  extent  necessary  to  conform  to  the  water 
resources  evaluation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration.  The 
Bureau  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
the  report  to  the  Congress. 
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liemarhs.- — The  project,  is  an  economically  feasible  and  desixvable 
ixnit  in  the  comprehensive  plan  for  tlie  development  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Cumberland  River  and  as  ixresently  planned  would 
provide  255,000  acre-feet  of  flood  control  storage  and  would  add  596,- 
000  kilowatts  of  dependable  capacity  and  533  million  killowatt-hours 
of  hydroelectric  power  to  the  Cumberland  River  system.  The  pro¬ 
posed  reservoir  would  provide  needed  electric  energy  and  improve  the 
economic  status  of  a  labor  surplus  area.  Recn-eation  will  be  important 
as  an  associated  reservoir  purpose.  Tlie  proposed  flood  control  stor¬ 
age  allocation  of  255,000  acre- feet  in  the  project  would  permit  use  of 
ecjuivalent  flood-control  capacity  at  the  completed  Wolf  Creek  Reser¬ 
voir  project  for  power  operations  to  increase  the  operating  head  and 
power  output  at  that  project  as  a  means  of  maximizing  the  benefits  of 
the  Cumberland  River  system.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.2  to  1  and 
the  committee  considers  that  the  planned  work  will  aid  the  economic 
growth  of  this  area. 

ICENTUCKY  lUVER,  KY. 

(H.  Doc.  423,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Kentucky  River,  a  tributary  of  the  Ohio  River,  is 
located  in  central  Kentucky. 

Resolutions  of  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  Senate 
adopted  April  22,  1953,  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted 
April  21,  1950,  and  July  29,  1953,  for  flood  control  and  navigation. 

Existing  project. — The  plan  of  develoixment  for  the  basin  includes 
the  Puckhorn,  Booneville,  and  Jessamine  Creek  Reservoir  projects 
and  local  pi’otection  works  at  Jackson  and  Frankfort  for  flood  control. 
There  is  a  6-foot  deep  navigation  project  from  the  Ohio  River  to  the 
confluence  of  the  Middle  and  North  Forks  about  260  miles  formed 
by  14  locks  and  dams. 

Flood  proUem.—k.  recurrence  of  the  January-February  1957  flood 
would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $11.7  million;  average  annual 
damages  on  main  stem  and  principal  tributaries  are  estimated  at  $2.7 
million. 

_  Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  provides  for  three  addi¬ 
tional  dams  and  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  recreation  on  Red 
River,  Carr  Fork,  and  Eagle  Creek.  Navigation  improvements  were 
not  found  warranted  at  this  time.  Recommendation  also  provides  for 
deletion  from  the  plan  of  the  Jessamine  Creek  project  which  has  not 
been  constructed. 

Estimated  Cost  {price  level  January  1958). — 


Reservoir  projects 


Red  River 

Carr  Fork 

Eagle  Creek 

Total 

Federal . . 

$8,020,000 

$9,020,000 

$8,980,000 

$26,020,000 

-  *  ■ 
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Project  economics. — 


Reservoir  projects 


Red  River 

Carr  Fork 

Eagle  Creek 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$294, 000 
40, 000 
2,000 

$314, 000 
32, 000 
8, 000 

$322, 000 
39,000 
19,000 

Maintenance,  operation  and  major  replacements _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity... . . . 

'  Total . . . . . 

336, 000 

354, 000 

380, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented . . . . . 

421, 000 
70, 000 

457,000 
30, 000 

329, 000 
170,000 

Recreation . . . . . . . 

Total . . . 

491,000 

487,000 

499, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.. . . . . 

1.5 

1.4 

1.3 

Local  cooferation.—l^owo. 

Comments  of.  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture;  No  objection.  Kequestecl  recrea¬ 
tion  be  made  a  project  purpose  in  Eed  Kiver  Reservoir. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Public  Health 
Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  No  objection. 

State  of  Kentucky :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  expect  that  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction 
of  the  Eagle  Creek  Reservoir,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  review 
the  economic  evaluation  of  the  project  in  light  of  the  water  resource 
evaluation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  severe  flood  losses  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  Kentucky  River  Basin  which  have  severely  hampered 
the  economy  of  the  area.  The  committee  considers  that  the  three  ad¬ 
ditional  reservoirs  augmenting  the  planned  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  are  amply  justified  and  are  essential  to  provide  flood  protection 
downstream.  Tlie  committee  recommends  authorization  of  this  work. 

TWELVEPOLE  CREEK,  W.  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  520,  87 th  Cong.) 

Location. — Twelvepole  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Oliio  River,  is  in 
southwestern  West  Virginia. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  adopted  June  13, 1956. 

Existing  project. — East  Lynn  Reservoir  on  East  Fork,  was  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  iVct  of  1938  as  a  unit  in  the  comprehensive 
plan  for  flood  control  in  the  Ohio  River  Basin.  Floodwalls  have  been 
constructed  at  mouth  of  the  stream,  for  protection  of  Huntington  and 
Ceredo  from  Ohio  River  floods. 
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Flood  frotlem. — Headwater  floods  cause  damages  from  above  the 
junction  of  East  and  West  Forks  to  mile  25  on  Twelvepole  Creek. 
From  mile  25  to  mile  10,  damages  are  caused  by  a  combination  of  head¬ 
water  and  Ohio  River  backwater,  while  below  mile  10,  damages  are 
restricted  to  backwater  flooding.  Numerous  areas  are  subject  to  flood¬ 
ing  along  both  forks  but  more  extensive  areas  are  flooded  along  East 
Fork  below  Stiltner,  particularly  at  East  Lynn.  The  maximum  flood 
of  record,  February  1939,  reached  a  crest  stage  of  31  feet  at  Wayne  and 
had  an  estimated  discharge  of  21,900  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
average  annual  damages  in  the  basin  are  estimated  at  $141,500  under 
November  1960  prices  and  conditions. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
an  earthfill  dam  at  mile  3.3  on  Beach  Fork.  Total  storage  would  be 
43,785  acre-feet  at  which  37,530  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control 
and  6,255  acre-feet  would  be  permanent  storage. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level,  June  1961). — All  Federal,  $11  million. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $325,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  40,  000 

Major  replacement _  3,  500 

Loss  of  land  productivity _  11, 500 


Total _  380,  000 

Annual  benefits; 

Flood  damages  prevented _  316,  400 

Recreation _  254, 800 


Total -  571,200 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooferation. — -None  required. 

C onvments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  No  objections. 

Department  of  Agricultiu'e :  N o  ob j ections. 

Department  of  Commerce :  N  o  ob  j  ections. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

Reniarks. — The  Beech  Fork  Reservoir  project  proposed  in  this  re¬ 
port  is  a  unit  of  the  plan  for  flood  protection  of  Twelvepole  Creek 
and  the  Ohio  River.  The  Twelvepole  Creek  Basin  is  subject  to  de- 
stnictive  floods  principally  from  severe  summer-type  storms  but  also 
from  basinwide  winter  rains  and  from  Ohio  River  backwater  in  the 
lower  reaches.  Operation  of  the  reservoir  for  flood  control  would 
prevent  some  of  the  damages  caused  by  headwater  flooding  and  would 
alleviate  damages  resulting  from  combined  headwater  and  backwater 
floods. 

The  committee  considers  the  project  to  be  justified  and  its  comple¬ 
tion  highly  desirable. 
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GTJYANDOT  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  W.  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  569,  87 til  Cong.) 

Location. — Guyandot  River,  a  tributary  of  the  Ohio  River  at  Hmit- 
ington,  is  located  in  southwestern  West  Virginia. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees,  U.S. 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  February  16,  1957,  and 
July  1, 1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Mud  River  Reservoir  was  authorized  by  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  June  28,  1938.  Flood  walls  have  been  con¬ 
structed  at  mouth  of  stream  for  protection  of  Huntington  against 
Ohio  River  floods  and  Guyandot  River  backwater. 

Flood  prohlem. — The  areas  subject  to  greatest  damages  are  those 
along  and  at  the  mouth  of  Dingess  Run  at  Stallings,  and  along  Island 
Creek  at  Logan.  Other  areas  frequently  damaged  are  the  communi¬ 
ties  of  Mullens,  Pineville,  Man,  Baileyville,  Gilbert,  and  Chapman- 
ville,  all  along  the  main  stem.  The  maximum  flood  of  record,  except 
at  Man,  occurred  in  J anuary  1957.  Basin  damages  of  over  $2,500,000 
were  concentrated  principally  around  Logan,  where  losses  approxi¬ 
mated  $lj750,000.  The  average  annual  damages  in  the  Guyandot 
River  basin  under  J uly  1961  conditions  are  estimated  at  $407,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
a  dam  at  about  mile  117  on  Guyandot  River,  about  5  miles  upstream 
of  Justice,  W.  Va.  Total  storage  would  be  196,000  acre- feet,  of  which 
22,000  acre-feet  would  be  for  sediment  storage  and  recreation  and 
174,000  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control.  Of  the  flood  control 
capacity,  3,000  acre- feet  would  be  reserved  for  water  quality  control 
on  a  seasonal  basis. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.,  July  1961). — All  Federal,  $60,477,000. 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ .$1,  807, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  65,  000 

Major  replacements _  2,  000 

Loss  of  land  productivity _  24,  0(X) 


Total -  1,  898, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _  1,  784,  000 

General  recreation _  296,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _  35,  000 

Water  quality  control _  25,  000 


Total -  2, 140,  000 


Project  economics. — 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Healthj  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 
Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  llureau  of  the  Bud(fet.~'T\\Q  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  states  that,  if  tlie  project  is  authorized  by  Congress,  the 
Bureau  would  expect  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction 
to  be  accompanied  by  a  xWwaluation  report  containing  adequate  evi¬ 
dence  that  tlie  project  is  economically  justified  after  meeting  certain 
conditions  which  would  minimize  the  loss  of  mineral  reserves. 

The  Bureau  further  states  that  it  believes  that,  if  the  project  is 
authorized  by  the  Congress,  arrangements  should  be  made  in  con¬ 
nection  wdth  preconstruction  planning  for  further  considei’ation  of 
the  views  of  affected  interests  witliin  the  project  area.  The  Bureau 
notes  that  it  would  appear  advisable  that  provision  be  made  for  con¬ 
duct  of  public  hearings  in  the  locality,  which  under  usual  Corps  of 
Engineers  procedures  would  have  appropriately  preceded  a  recom¬ 
mendation  for  authorization  of  the  project.  Such  hearings  could 
be  carried  out  in  connection  with  the  public  meetings  required  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Policy  Act  of  1960. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress;  however,  it  states  that 
no  commitment  can  be  made  at  this  time  as  to  when  any  estimate  of 
appropriation  would  be  submitted  for  construction  of  the  pi’oject,  if 
authorized  by  the  Congress,  since  this  would  be  governed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  budgetary  objectives  as  determined  by  the  then  prevailing 
fiscal  situation. 

Remarks. — The  Justice  Beservoir  project  will  supply  a  substantial 
degree  of  flood  control  in  the  valley  below,  and  the  conservation  jxool 
will  form  a  small  atti’active  lake  for  recreation  in  the  future.  The 
project  construction  will  provide  employment  in  this  area  where  eco¬ 
nomic  redevelopment  is  needed  and  the  project  operation  will  augment 
waaterflows  downstream  for  future  industrial  development.  The  com¬ 
mittee  considers  that  the  project  is  economically  feasible  and  early 
construction  is  warranted. 

BUCKIIANNON  RIVER,  W.  VA. 

(S.  Doc.  43,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Buckhannon  Biver  is  fonned  in  Upshur  County,  W.Va. 
by  the  junction  of  its  right  and  left  forks,  thence  flows  generally 
northeriy  46  miles  to  the  Tygart  Biver  about  28  miles  upstream  of 
Tygart  Dam.  The  city  of  Buckhannon,  at  mile  25,  is  on  a  U-bend  of  the 
river  about  2.3  miles  long. 

Authority. — Besolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  adopted  April  30, 1958. 

Existing  'project.- — None. 

Llood  problem. — Floods  of  major  proportions  may  occur  at  Buck¬ 
hannon  at  any  time  of  the  year.  The  maximum  flood  of  record,  in 
March  1918,  had  a  peak  flow  of  12,000  cubic  feet  per  second  and 
reached  an  elevation  of  1,416.3,  or  7.3  feet  above  the  no-damage  stage, 
at  the  Elias  Street  Bridge.  Floods  exceeding  8,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  cause  serious  damage  and  occur  on  the  average  of  once  in  2.4 
years.  A  recurrence  of  the  1918  flood  under  1960  conditions  would 
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iniiiiclate  511  acres  Avithin  tlie  city  and  cause  damages  estimated  at 
$397,000,  })rincipally  to  residents  and  commercial  properties.  Aver¬ 
age  annual  damages,  on  the  basis  of  1960  conditions  and  \nxlues,  are 
estimated  at  $71,300. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  channel  im- 
proA^ement  by  Avidening,  deepening,  and  realining  the  channel  from 
a  point  1,280  feet  beloAv  the  loAver  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  bridge 
about  4  miles  doAvnstream  of  the  coi'porate  limits,  to  and  through  the 
existing  raceway,  a  distance  of  approximately  4.6  miles. 

Estimated  cost. — (price  leA^el  of  April  1960) 

Federal _ $1,  206,  000 

Non-Federal _  54,000 

Total _  1,260,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$45, 700 

$2,900 
2, 500 

$48, 600 
2,600 

Maintenance  and  operation..., _ _ _ _ _ 

Tntfll 

45, 700 

5, 400 

51, 100 

.Annual  hanafits-  Flood  damages  prevented 

62,900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  maintain  all  Avorks  after 
completion ;  perform  all  necessary  relocations  and  alterations  of  util¬ 
ity  facilities;  establish  channel  limit  lines  and  prevent  encroachment; 
annually  inform  local  interests  that  the  project  will  not  provide  pro¬ 
tection  against  maximum  floods;  and  that  under  extraordinary  stream 
runotf  conditions  the  Avater  level  may  exceed  elevation  1,416  at  the 
Elias  Street  Bridge.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  accept  the  terms 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

State  of  West  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  city  of  Buckhannon  is  the  county  seat  of  Upshur 
County,  and  is  an  important  residential,  commercial,  agricultural,  and 
educational  center  for  an  area  containing  about  20,000  people.  It  is 
also  a  highway,  railroad,  coal-mining,  and  industrial  center.  The 
city  has  a  severe  flood  problem.  Flooding  isolates  the  business  dis¬ 
trict  and  disrupts  the  economy  and  safety  of  the  community.  The 
proposed  project  Avould  eliminate  damage  from  modern  floods  and 
would  significantly  reduce  damage  from  major  floods.  The  benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  1.2.  The  committee  believes  this  project  to  be  urgently 
needed  after  carefully  considering  the  testimony  submitted. 
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CRAB  CREEK  AT  TOTJNGSTOWN,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  440,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Crab  Creek  is  a  tributary  of  the  Mahoning  River  at 
Youngstown,  Ohio. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  February  17, 1959. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — The  flood  of  January  1959  was  the  largest  of 
modem  record,  with  an  estimated  peak  discharge  of  2,550  cubic  feet 
per  second  downstream  of  the  Valley  Street  Bridge.  Five  other 
floods,  approaching  that  of  Januaiy  1959  in  magnitude,  occurred  in 
the  period  1936  through  April  1959.  Recurrence  of  the  January  1959 
flood  would  result  in  damages  of  $233,900  based  on  1900  prices  and 
development.  Average  annual  damages  under  1960  conditions  would 
be  $115,  000.  The  backwater  effect  of  the  Mahoning  River  during  the 
1959  flood  was  estimated  to  have  been  downstream  of  the  damage 
area  in  the  lower  reach  of  Crab  Creek. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  enlarging,  pav¬ 
ing,  and  clearing  about  2.4  miles  of  creek  channel  within  the  city,  and 
for  minor  dredging  in  Mahoning  River  at  the  mouth  of  the  creek. 
The  work  woulci  require  replacement  of  three  railroad  bridges  and 
alteration  of  utilities. 

Estimated  cost  price  level  May  {I960) . — 

Federal - $2,  268,  000 

Non-Federal _  245,  000 


Total  - .$2,513,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$85, 500 

$12, 500 
8,000 

$98, 000 
8,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

85,500 

20, 500 

106, 000 
120, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented.. _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion;  accomplish  changes  and  alterations  except 
the  three  railroad  bridges ;  prevent  encroachment ;  bear  additional  cost 
resulting  from  construction  of  cut-off  channel  near  Andrew  Avenue 
if  such  IS  desired ;  prevent  dumping  in  creek ;  annually  inform  local 
mterests  of  limited  degree  of  protection ;  and  enlarge  waterway  open¬ 
ings  of  restrictive  bridges  downstream  of  Valley  Street.  Local  inter¬ 
ests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

State  of  Ohio ;  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture ;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  city  of  Youngstown,  with  a  population  of  166,689 
(1960  census)  is  the  center  of  one  of  the  five  leading  steel  producing 
districts  in  the  United  States.  In  addition  to  basic  steel  production, 
there  is  a  wide  diversity  of  manufacture  in  the  area.  About  24  percent 
of  the  city  is  contained  within  the  Crab  Creek  Basin,  and  much  of  the 
area  in  the  flood  plain  is  occupied  by  industrial  and  commercial  plants. 
Lower  Crab  Creek  valley  has  a  major  flood  problem.  In  addition  to 
major  floods,  nuisance  floods  occur  at  least  annually.  The  proposed 
project  would  eliminate  damages  in  the  Crab  Creek  area  from  floods 
up  to  that  of  the  maximum  flood  of  recent  record,  that  of  January 
1959.  The  benefit- to-cost  ratio  is  1.4  to  1. 

The  committee  considers  this  worthwhile  project  in  this  important 
area  to  be  amply  justified. 

SCIOTO  RIVER  BASIN,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  587,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Scioto  River,  a  major  tributary  of  the  Ohio  River 
at  Portsmouth,  is  located  in  central  Ohio. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  28,  1937. 

Existing  project. — Delaware  Reservoir,  on  Olentangy  River,  con¬ 
structed  in  1951,  is  a  Federal  project.  A  local  protection  project  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Scioto  River,  completed  in  1950,  provides  a  high 
degree  of  protection  to  Portsmouth  and  New  Boston,  Ohio,  primarily 
from  Ohio  River  floods.  Reservoirs  on  Big  Darby,  Deer,  Paint,  and 
Rocky  Fork  Creeks  are  included  in  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the 
Ohio  River  Basin  approved  by  the  Flood  (Control  Act  of  June  28, 
1938.  None  have  been  built  by  the  Federal  Government.  Rocky  Fork 
project  was  constructed  by  the  State  of  Ohio. 

Flood  problem.— principal  damage  centers  are  at  Columbus, 
Chillicothe,  Prospect,  Greencamp,  LaRue,  and  Kenton.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  flood  of  record  for  most  of  the  basin  occurred  in  March  1913, 
in  which  145  deaths  were  recorded.  The  January  1959  flood  exceeded 
the  March  1913  flood  in  the  Alum  Creek  and  Big  Walnut  Creek  areas 
and  caused  widespread  damages  in  other  jiarts  of  the  basin.  The 
January  1959  flood  caused  damages  in  the  basin  estimated  at  about 
$11,950,000.  Average  annual  damages  for  the  basin  are  estimated  at 
$3,660,000  based  on  July  1961  prices  and  conditions. 

Recomme-nded  plan  of  improvement.—PYoVidLQS  for  construction  of 
Alum  Creek,  Mill  Creex,  and  Salt  Creek  Reservoirs,  all  for  flood  con¬ 
trol,  general  and  fish  and  wildlife  recreation,  and  related  purposes; 
channel  improvements  in  the  Scioto  River  at  Columbus,  and  flood 
protection  at  Chillicothe  by  construction  of  concrete  walls,  earth 
levees,  and  appurtenant  works ;  and  modification  of  the  present  author¬ 
ization  of  Deer  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  provide  a  waterfowl 
management  unit,  consisting  of  additional  project  lands,  a  subim¬ 
poundment  pool,  and  public  water  supply  and  sanitary  facilities. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  levels  July  1961). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Local  protection: 

Columbus..  1 _ 

$445, 000 
2, 462, 000 

‘  22,  700,  000 
10, 5,50, 000 
13, 150, 000 
540,000 

$126, 000 
905,000 

$571,000 
3, 367, 000 

1  22,  700, 000 
16, 650, 000 
13, 150, 000 
640,000 

Chillicothe _ 

Reservoirs: 

Alum  Creek _ 

Mill  Creek... _ _ 

Salt  Creek _ _ _ _ 

Dear  Creek  Waterfowl  Management  Unit _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

55, 847, 000 

1, 031, 000 

56, 878, 000 

•  $11,060,000  is  reimbursable  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 


Project  Economics. — 


Project 

Annual  eco¬ 
nomic  costs 

.\nnual 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

Local  protection: 

Columbus _ _ _ _ 

$30, 000 
111,000 

888, 000 
624, 000 
634. 000 
32. 000 

$109, 000 
138, 000 

3, 030, 000 

Chillicothe . . . . 

Recommended  reservoirs: 

Alum  Creek . . . . 

Mili  Creek _ _ 

Salt  Creek  .  _ 

2.1 

Deer  Creek  Wildlife  Management  Unit _ 

(>j 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

2. 219, 000 

5. 614, 000 

>  The  additional  lands  and  facilities  in  conjunction  with  the  area  which  would  be  used  jointly  for  water- 
fowl  management  and  other  project  purposes  would  provide  substantial  pond  fishing,  farm  game  hunting 
waterfowl  himtmg,  and  other  recreational  opportunities.  * 


Local  cooperation. — Eeimbiirse  the  United  States  the  first  and  an¬ 
nual  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  from  Alum  Creek  Eeservoir,  an 
amount  presently  estimated  at  $11,060,000  and  $30,000,  respectively; 
for  tlie  channel  improvement  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  and  the  local-protec¬ 
tion  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way ;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  the  imj^i'oved 
Columbus  Channel  and  prevent  encroachment  thereon ;  maintain  and 
operate  the  works  at  Chillicothe;  and  prior  to  construction  at  Chilli¬ 
cothe,  provide  a  highway  embankment  and  appurtenant  drainage 
works,  perform  certain  remedial  works  at  U.S.  Highway  23  bridge, 
backfill  existing  g^ravel  ])its,  and  widen  the  channel  of  Scioto  River 
for  a  distance  of  22,000  feet;  2:)rovided  further  that  construction  of  the 
individual  projects  recommended  for  authorization  will  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  commitment  by  the  Federal  Government  nor  by  responsible 
non-Federal  interests  for  construction  of  the  remaining  projects;  and 
provided  further  that  construction  of  the  local-protection  works  at 
Chillicothe  be  contingent  upon  prior  construction  and  operation  of 
the  upstrearn  reservoirs  for  flood  control.  Local  interests  are  willing 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Departmen  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  tlie  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommends  that  authorization  of  the  proposed  modification  to  Deer 
Creek  Reservoir  for  waterfowl  enhancement  and  for  improved  hunting 
and  fishing  recreation  be  deferred  until  such  time  as  policy  matters 
pertaining  thereto  are  resolved. 

Action  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurred  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  On  this  basis 
the  net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  estimated  at  $55,307,000. 

Remarks. -^T\iqyq  is  an  urgent  need  for  improvements  to  proifide 
flood  protection,  water  quality  control,  water  supply  and  outdoor  recre¬ 
ation  in  the  basin.  The  plan  will  assure  a  dependable  water  supply 
for  the  future  economic  growth  of  the  Columbus  metropolitan  area. 
The  State  of  Ohio  has  concurred  in  the  report.  Although  the  con¬ 
servation  of  the  waterfowl  resource  is  a  desirable  aim,  the  committee 
agrees  that  authorization  of  the  Deer  Creek  Waterfowl  Management 
Unit  should  be  deferred  until  policies  relating  to  purchase  of  lands 
and  cost-sharing  in  such  work  are  clarified.  "However,  the  commit¬ 
tee  notes  and  agrees  that  this  work  is  a  separable  unit  of  the  authorized 
Deer  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  deferral  of  the  waterfowl  unit 
will  not  effect  its  construction  or  operation.  On  this  basis,  the  com¬ 
mittee  considers  authorization  of  the  recommended  improvements 
advisable.  The  bill  does  not  provide  authorization  for  additional 
lands  for  establishment  of  a  wDdlife  refuge. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  has  recommended  the  constmction  of  this 
project  at  a  total  cost  of  $58,754,000.  However,  the  project  as  recom¬ 
mended  included  the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  wildlife  refuge.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  this 
particular  aspect  of  this  project  should  be  restudied,  and  accordingly, 
has  reduced  the  Federal  cost  to  $55,307,000.  The  difference  represents 
the  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  the  lands  for  wildlife  refuge  purposes. 

ALLEGHENY  RHYIE  AT  SALAMANCA,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  166,  87th  Cong.) 

Allegheny  River  rises  in  north-central  Pennsylvania, 
flows  noi'thwesterly  to  Salamanca,  N.Y.,  and  thence  southwesterly  to 
Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  where  it  joins  the  Monongahela  to  form  the  Ohio 
River. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S. 
Senate,  adopted  May  9,  1949,  and  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  July  6,  1949. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  in  Salamanca  is  caused  by  rainfall  and 
snowmelt,  coupled  with  the  inadequacy  of  the  river  channel  through 
the  city  and  downstream. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
levees  and  floodwalls  with  appurtenant  interior  drainage  facilities  in¬ 
cluding  pumping  plants,  in  three  areas,  along  the  Allegheny  River  at 
Salamanca,  N.Y. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960) . — 

Federal - $1^  390,  OOO 

Non-Federal  -  275,  000 


Total 


1,  665,  000 
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Project  ecanovlics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

51.900 

14,600 

66.500 

74.500 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.12. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way ;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  accomplish  all  changes,  reloca¬ 
tions,  and  alterations  of  buildings,  utilities,  and  structures;  prevent 
encroacliment  on  the  improved  waterway ;  and  maintain  and  operate 
the  works  after  completion.  New  York  State  Flood  Control  Commis¬ 
sion  has  furnished  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

Gormnents  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

State  of  New  York :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  flooding  along  the  Allegheny 
River  is  caused  both  by  overflow  of  the  river  during  high  discharges  or 
to  ice  jams  or  a  coRibination  of  both.  The  committee  considers  that 
the  plamied  protection  of  the  three  zones  of  the  city  of  Salamanca 
should  be  considered  collectively  because  of  the  interdependence  of  the 
areas  for  effective  functioning  of  tlie  safety  and  public  welfare  forces 
of  the  local  government.  The  substantial  non-Federal  cost  involved  is 
noted.  The  committee  considers  that  authorization  of  the  project  is 
warranted. 

FRENCH  CREEK  BASIN,  PA. 

(S.  Doc.  95,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — French  Creek,  a  major  tributary  of  the  Allegheny  River, 
is  located  in  northwestern  Pennsylvania  and  southwestern  New  York. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  Senate, 
ad^ited  May  12, 1950. 

Existing  project. — -French  Creek  Reservoir  below  Cambridge 
Springs,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1936  and  1938^  would 
have  flood  control  storage  of  117,000  acre-feet.  This  project  is  pres¬ 
ently  classified  inactive.  A  Federal  snagging  and  clearing  project  at 
Cochranton,  Pa.,  was  completed  in  1948. 

Flood  problem. — The  flood  problem  is  most  severe  at  Meadville,  but 
exists  wherever  the  stream  slopes  are  flat  along  the  entire  French 
Creek  Valley  particularly  from  above  Cambridge  Springs  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  Cociiranton.  The  flood  of  April  1947,  the  highest  of  record  in 
the  upper  basin,  overflowed  7,000  acres  of  rural  land  and  600  acres  of 
urban  land.  Its  recurrence  in  1960  would  have  caused  damages  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3  million.  The  January  1959  flood,  augmented  by  an  ice 
jam,  resulted  in  the  maximum  stages  of  record  at  Meadville  which 
under  1960  conditions  would  also  have  caused  damages  of  almost 
$3  million.  The  average  annual  flood  damages  are  estimated  at 
$1,260,000. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  a  system  of  three 
reservoirs  with  the  following  physical  features : 


Item 

Reservoii- 

Union  City 

Muddy  Creek 

AA'oodcock  Creek 

Stream  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

French  Creek 

Muddy  Creek 

AA'oodcock  Creek 

Location,  river  miles _ _ 

71  2 

61 

46 
Eartli 
16, 100 
14,700 
400 

Type _ I.. . . . . . . . 

Earth 

Total  storage,  acre-feet... _ _ _ 

48,000 

Same 

19,600 

Same 

Flood  control  storage,  acre-feet _ 

Recreation,  acre-feet. . . . . 

Revocation  of  the  French  Creek  Reservoir  authorization  is  also 
recommended. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1960). — 


Union  City 

Muddy 

AA'oodcock 

Total 

Creek 

Creek 

Federal _ _ _ _  .  .. 

$8, 596, 000 

$7,110,000 

$7,  396, 000 

$23, 102, 000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Union  City 

Muddy 

Creek 

Woodcock 

Creek 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$324,600 

9,600 

1,900 

$268,600 

11,000 

1,400 

$263, 800 
30,500 
700 

$866, 900 
51, 100 
4,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity  (economic  cost).. 

Total _ 

336, 000 

281, 000 

295, 000 

912, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

822, 000 

302, 000 

279, 000 
65,000 

1,403,000 

65,000 

Recreation _ _ 

Total . . . 

822,000 

302, 000 

344, 000 

1,468,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ _ _ 

2.4 

1.07 

1. 17 

1.6 

Local  cooperation.— AmwxdiWj  inform  local  interests  that  the  project 
reservoirs  do  not  provide  protection  against  maximum  floods.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  requirement  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  arid  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  No  objection. 

Common Avealth  of  Pennsylvania :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  report  to  Congress.  However,  would  expect  that  prior  to  a  request 
for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Woodcock  Creek  project,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  would  review  the  economic  evaluation  of  this 
project  in  light  of  the  Avater  resource  evaluation  standards  adopted 
by  the  administration. 
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Remarks. — The  system  of  three  reservoirs  in  the  French  Creek  Basin 
plan  would  afford  an  effective  measure  of  flood  protection  to  the  prin¬ 
cipal  damage  centers  in  the  basin,  including  Meadville,  and  would 
supplement  the  protection  afforded  by  other  flood  control  reservoirs 
in  the  valleys  below  the  basin.  The  committee  believes  that  the  projects 
offer  the  most  economical  and  satisfactory  plan  for  water  resource 
development  in  the  French  Creek  Basin. 

IliLINOIS  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES 
(H.  Doc.  472,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Illinois  River  Basin  is  located  in  portions  of  Illinois, 
‘Wisconsin,  and  Indiana. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  one  on  July  28, 
1937,  and  one  on  May  14,  1941 ;  and  in  review  of  reports  in  response 
to  an  authorization  contained  in  section  6  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  August  11,  1939. 

Existing  project. — Federal  improvements  in  that  part  of  the  basin 
under  consideration  include  53  authorized  flood-control  projects,  of 
which  34  local  protection  projects  are  completed,  1  is  under  construc¬ 
tion,  and  18,  including  Chandlerville  No.  2  Reservoir  on  Sangamon 
River,  have  not  been  started;  and  the  Illinois  Waterway  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  which  provides  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep  over  varying  widths 
between  Lake  Michigan  and  the  IMississippi  River  b}^  means  of  8  locks 
and  7  dams.  Also,  the  former  Chautauqua  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict  has  been  converted  to  a  wildlife  refuge  and  is  operated  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sendee. 

Water  resources  prohlems. — Flood  problems  in  the  basin  are  caused 
by  inadequate  channel  capacities  and,  in  some  cases,  by  encroachment 
on  the  stream-cari’ying  capacity  by  bridges  and  other  structures.  The 
sources  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  in  the  basin  are  wells, 
streams,  and  reservoirs.  Increasing  demands  are  causing  depletion 
and  imposition  of  limited  usage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  a  multiple  purpose 
dam  and  reseiwoir  at  Oakley  and  associated  downstream  channel  im¬ 
provement  project,  enlargement  of  existing  levees  and/or  new  levees 
and  floodwalls  and  channel  improvement  for  protection  of  3  urban 
and  13  agricultural  areas,  remedial  work  at  the  mouth  of  the  Sanga¬ 
mon  River,  at  a  Federal  construction  cost  of  $71,465,000,  the  net  cost  to 
the  United  States  is  $66,866,000  after  reimbursement  by  non-Federal 
interests  of  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply.  For  deauthorization  of 
the  following  projects  authorized  in  the  1936  Flood  Control  Act:  (a) 
Sangamon  River,  mouth  of  Salt  Creek  to  Roby,  Ill.;  (b)  Sangamon 
River  and  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon  River  portion  only) ;  (c)  Clear  Lake 
Levee  at  junction  of  Sangamon  and  Illinois  Rivers,  Ill.;  and  (d) 
McGee  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Illinois  River.  The  recom¬ 
mendation  also  provides  that  construction  of  any  one  project  may  be 
undertaken  independently  of  the  others  upon  compliance  with  the 
prescribed  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  thereto. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  March  1961 ) . — 


Oakley 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Local  protec¬ 
tion  projects 
and  mouth 
of  Sangamon 
River 

Total 

Federal _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ 

$29,621,000 

(■) 

$41,844,000 

4,091,000 

$71, 465, 000 
4, 091, 000 

Tnt.ftl 

29,621,000 

46, 935, 000 

75,  656, 000 

‘  $4,599,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 


Project  economics. — ■ 

[In  thousands  of  dollars,  March  1961  prices] 


Project 

Total  cost 

Total  annual 

Total  annual 

Benefits- to- 

charges 

benefits 

cost  ratio 

Oakley  Reservoir  and  channel  improvement _ 

29, 621 

1, 388. 0 

1, 624. 0 

1.2 

Peoria,  Ill _ _ — . 

13,  686 

581.0 

588.0 

1.01 

Meredosia,  Ill.,  and  Meredosia,  Widow  Creek, 

and  Coon  Run  Drainage  and  Levee  Districts.. 

2,338 

95.2 

121.7 

1.3 

Eldred,  III _ _ _ _ 

554 

21.4 

40.3 

1.9 

Indian  Creek  area .  . . . . 

3,  851 

153.4 

173.4 

1.1 

Meredosia  Lake  and  Willow  Creek  Drainage 

and  Levee  Districts _ _ _ _ 

1,615 

60.9 

66.6 

1.1 

McGee  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee  District . 

3,  486 

136.0 

160.0 

1.2 

Scott  County  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

2,  920 

112.8 

140.0 

1.2 

Big  Swan  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

2,  613 

96.9 

130.0 

1.3 

Hillview  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

2, 148 

82.2 

127. 1 

1.5 

Hartwell  Drainage  and  Levee  District . . 

2, 177 

82.9 

95.4 

1.2 

Reach  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

1,907 

72.9 

78.8 

1.  1 

Eldred  and  Spankey  Drainage  and  Levee 

District _ _ _ 

2,  415 

92.3 

169.1 

1.8 

Nutwood  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

1,  652 

63.1 

104.2 

1.7 

Lake  Fork  of  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon  River) _ 

1.  516 

76.6 

116.4 

1.5 

Farmers  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

785 

34.7 

70.2 

2.0 

Clear  Lake  Special  Drainage  District _ 

2,334 

114.3 

139.8 

1.2 

Remedial  work  near  mouth  of  Sangamon  River. 

38 

1.9 

Total _ 

75,  556 

1.2 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Oakley  Reservoir  project :  agree  to  pay  the 
first  cost  allocated  to  water  supply,  such  cost  being  presently  estimated 
at  15.5  percent  of  the  total,  or  $4,599,000,  with  such  modification  in 
these  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  adjustments  in  the  storage 
capacity  for  water  supply  and  other  purposes,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  construction  with  appropriate  adjustments  when  actual 
costs  are  determined,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  per¬ 
tinent  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  or  by  annual  payments,  including  interest 
during  construction  and  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance,  over  the  life 
of  the  project  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  or  50  years, 
whichever  is  the  lesser ;  agree  to  pay  amiually  as  they  occur  the  costs 
of  operation  and  maintenance  allocated  to  water  supply,  such  costs 
being  presently  estimated  at  22.7  percent  of  the  total,  or  $43,000,  with 
such  modification  in  these  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect 
adjustments  in  the  storage  capacity  for  water  supply  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  ;  maintain  all  roads  and  bridges  in  the  reservoir  area  and  over 
the  improved  channel  downstream  from  the  dam  in  accordance  with 
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regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  all  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  project,  and  operate  the  existing  non- 
Federal  dam  and  reservoir  at  Lake  Decatur  for  flood  control  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  (6) 
Local  protection  projects:  furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  ponding  and  spoil-disposal 
areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  bear 
the  expense  of  relocating  and  altering  highways,  highway  bridges 
(except  underpinning),  utilities,  buildings,  interior  drainage  facilities, 
pipelines,  and  other  structures,  except  railroad  bridges  and  ap¬ 
proaches;  prescril)e  and  enforce  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved  channels 
and  ponding  areas;  and  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remnrks.—^oc^\  interests  desire  flood  control  improvements  in  the 
basin.  Consideration  of  use  of  water  stored  in  reservoirs  for  water 
supply  and  recreation  was  urged  by  representatives  of  several  com- 
rnunities  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  basin.  The  committee  con¬ 
siders  the  recommended  improvements  justified  for  flood  control,  and 
that  inclusion  of  water  supply  storage  in  the  Oakley  Eeservoir ’with 
reimbursement  for  such  storage  to  be  made  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  is  appropriate.  Authorization  of  the 
project  at  this  time  is  regarded  as  highly  desirable. 

REND  LAKE,  ILL. 


(H.  Doc.  541,  87th  Cong.) 

Southern  Illinois,  about  6  miles  from  Benton  Ill. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee,  July  6,  1949.  ’ 

Existing  'j-yroject. — None. 

Water  resources  prohlems.—  {a)  Flooding:  Storms  with  heavy 
ramfall  occur  most  frequently  during  spring  and  early  summer.  The 
flood  of  May  19(11  was  the  largest  of  the  six  major  floods  which  have 
occurred  m  the  basin  since  1916.  Maximum  discharge  at  Benton  was 
3.5,800  cubic  feet  per  second.  About  103,400  acres  of  bottom  land 
along  Big  Muddy  Eiver  below  the  proposed  Eend  Lake  Dam  site,  at 
mile  103.7,  are  subject  to  flooding.  The  average  annual  damage  is 
estimated  at  about  $157,000,  of  which  $57,000  is  crop  damage  and 
$100,000,  property  damage.  ^ 
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(b)  ater  supply:  Municipal  and  industrial  water  is  presently 
obtained  from  wells  or  surface  impoimdments.  Seaasonal  fluctua¬ 
tions  and  extended  drought  periods  seriously  deplete  water  supplies. 
AVith  allowances  for  existing  water  supply  facilities,  it  is  estimated 
that  the  net  increase  in  water  demand  by  2010  witliin  25  miles  of 
Benton  will  be  about  40  million  gallons  per  day. 

(c)  Stream  pollution:  It  is  anticipated  that,  under  State  law, 
municipalities  will  take  proper  measures  to  correct  the  general  pol¬ 
lution  problem  for  normal  streamflow  conditions.  However,  low  flow 
augmentation  is  desirable  during  drought  periods  when  there  may  be 
little  or  no  flow  in  the  river. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  most  feasible  plan  of 
development  would  consist  of  a  rolled-earth  dam  on  Big  Muddy  River 
at  mile  103.7.  The  dam  would  be  42  feet  high  above  the  floodplain 
with  a  reinforced  concrete  spillway  and  an  auxiliary  earth  spillway 
located  in  the  east  abutment.  Tlie  continued  length  of  dam  and  spill¬ 
way  would  be  8,900  feet.  Outlet  works  through  the  earth  section  of  the 
dam  would  consist  of  two  6-  by  6-foot  sluices  for  regulation  of  the 
pool  under  normal  operating  conditions  and  drawdown  of  the  pool. 
The  reservoir  would  have  a  capacity  of  302,500  acre-feet  consisting 
of  111,500  for  flood  control,  109,000  for  water  supply,  57,000  for  pol¬ 
lution  abatement,  and  25,000  for  siltation.  As  an  adjunct  to  the 
project,  two  small  impoundments  would  be  provided  on  two  of  the 
upper  arms  of  the  reseiumir  for  wildlife  conservation. 

First  costs. — Federal,  $35,500,000.^ 

Project  economics. — 


- 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

$838, 000 
79,000 

$297, 000 
9. 000 

$1,13.5,000 

88,000 

Maintenance  and  operation  including  major  replacements. . 

Total _ _ _ 

917,000 

306, 000 

1, 223, 000 

Annual  benefits; 

Damages  prevented .  . . 

216,000 
536,000 
301,000 
285, 000 
61,000 
312,000 
36,000 

Recreation _ _ _ 

Water  supply .  . . . 

Area  redevelopment . . . 

Pollution  abatement . . . 

Fish  and  wildlife  conservation... . . 

Added  transportation  costs . . 

Total _  _  _  .. 

1, 675, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  for  any  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  of  the  project;  (b)  Reimburse  the  United  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  AVater  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  the  first  costs 
and  the  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  allocated  to  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply  storage,  tentatively  estimated  at  $6,031,000 
and  $8,800,  respectively,  for  the  ultimate  development. 


^  .16,031,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  urges  adoption  of  this  worthy  multi¬ 
ple-purpose  project  that  would  serve  numerous  water  needs,  provide 
flood  control,  and  contribute  to  the  redevelopment  of  the  economy  of 
the  area. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVILR  AT  GUTTENBERG,  IOWA 
(H.  Doc.  286,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Guttenberg  is  in  northeastern  Iowa  on  the  right  bank 
of  the  Mississippi  River. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  of  the  House  Committee  on  Flood 
Control,  both  adopted  September  18, 1944. 

Existing  project.- — No  existing  Federal  flood  control  project  at  Gut¬ 
tenberg.  Lock  and  dam  No.  10  of  upper  Mississippi  River  navigation 
project  is  at  Guttenberg.  Local  interests  have  constructed  some  local 
flood  protection  measures. 

Flood  prohlem. — Periodic  high  Mississippi  River  stages  particularly 
in  1951  and  1952  have  resulted  in  large  expenditures  for  flood-fighting 
purposes  and  have  caused  extensive  flood  damages  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  north  levee  about  3,040 
feet  long,  a  south  levee  about  2,000  feet  long,  a  pumping  plant,  and  ap¬ 
purtenant  works. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1960) . — 

Federal -  $729,  000 

Non-Federal -  84,  000 


Total  -  813,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization 

$26,800 

$4, 330 
1, 670 

$31, 130 
1,670 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total . . . . 

26,800 

6,000 

32,800 

38,700 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented . 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project ;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works ;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  make  any  necessary  altera¬ 
tions  to  utilities,  culverts  for  interior  drainage,  roads,  and  highways 
including  necessary  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadways  where 
required,  and  provision  of  the  necessary  freeboard  on  streets  and  alley 
portions  if  and  when  needed;  and  obtain  appropriate  legal  control 
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over  pondage  areas  and  prevent  encroachment  in  such  areas  until 
substitute  areas  or  equivalent  pump  or  outlet  capacity  have  been 
provided. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  would  reduce  the  an¬ 
nual  flood  damages  in  the  area.  The  committee  considers  this  project 
economically  justified  and  recommends  its  adoption. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BETWEEN  STE.  GENEVIEVE  AND  ST.  MARYS,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  519,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — States  of  Missouri  and  Illinois  along  right  bank  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  between  river  miles  110.5  and  123.0  above  the  mouth  of 
the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  3, 1945. 

Existing  project. — The  1936  Flood  Control  Act  authorized  raising 
the  existing  levee  of  the  Ste.  Genevieve  Levee  District  No.  1.  No  work 
was  done  under  this  authority.  The  1944  Flood  Control  Act  authorized 
inclusion  of  Common  Big  Field  in  the  project  although  all  at  a  lesser 
degree  of  protection.  No  work  started  pending  completion  of  this  re¬ 
port.  The  1938  Flood  Control  Act  authorized  protection  of  the  Kas- 
kaskia  Island  Drainage  and  Levee  District.  Work  completed  in  Au¬ 
gust  1942.  Completed  upstream  reservoirs  reduce  stages  about  1.4 
feet. 

Flood  prohlem. — Approximately  90  percent  of  the  17,840  acres  in 
the  area  under  consideration  are  subject  to  frequent  flooding  by  the 
Mississippi  River,  Saline  River  and  River  aux  Vases.  The  land  is 
primarily  agricultural. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Raise  the  existing  Kaskaskia 
Island  Drainage  and  Levee  District  levee  about  6  feet  above  its  present 
height  of  about  13  feet.  This  would  be  raised  to  the  design  grade 
established  and  approved  for  Mississippi  River  agricultural  levees  in 
1944. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1961). — 

Federal _  $2,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  110,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


2,  610,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$96,000 

$4,900 

2,700 

1,300 

$99,900 

2,700 

1,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Loss  ef  productivity _ 

Total _ 

95, 000 

8,900 

103,900 

113,500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 
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TmcaiI  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  ri^hts-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project;  [h)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  and  (c)  Maintain  and  opei’ate  the 
project  after  com])letion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
bv  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

'  CommwntH  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  iNIissouri:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection. 

Reinarl-s. — The  project  would  serve  to  reduce  flooding  on  several 
thousand  acres  of  well-developed  agricultural  land.  The  committee 
finds  the  project  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
appropriate.  Adoption  of  the  project  is  warranted,  and  recommended 
by  the  committee. 

IIARRISOXVILLE  AXD  IVY  LAXDIXG  DR.VIXAGF.  AXD  LEVINE  DISTRICT  XO.  2, 

ILLIXOIS 

fll.  Doc.  542,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and  Levee 
District  No.  2,  including  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  1,  lies  in  the  Mississippi  River  floodplain  in  Monroe  County, 
Ill.,  between  river  miles  141  and  156  above  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority.— Public  'Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  17,  1948.  Senate  Public  IVorks  Committee  re.solution  adopted 
July  18,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Harrisonville 
and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  2  provides  for 
raising  and  enlarging  21.4  miles  of  riverfront  and  flank  levee  and 
constructing  appurtenant  ivorks,  including  eight  gravity  drainage 
structures.  Construction  of  the  work  was  completed  in  1957. 

Flood  problem. — Although  the  menace  of  direct  flooding  from  the 
ilklississippi  River  has  been  largely  eliminated  by  levees,  there 
remains  the  problem  of  removing  impounded  interior  drainage.  The 
sources  of  the  impounded  water  are  precipitation  on  the  protected  low 
lands,  accumulation  of  runoff  from  tributary  hill  lands,  and  seepage 
from  the  Mississippi  River.  iMost  of  the  accumulated  water  collects 
near  the  middle  third  and  lower  end  of  the  district. 

Recommended  plan  of  improrement. — Provide  pumping  plants 
adjacent  to  the  gravity  outlets  of  Maeystown  Creek  and  Fountain 
Creek.  The  greatest  e.xcess  of  benefits  over  costs  would  be  realized 
with  pumping  capacities  of  600  and  30  cubic  feet  per  second,  respec¬ 
tively.  Raise  the  grade  of  the  levee  for  1,000  feet  on  each  side  of  the 
pumping  plants  to  prevent  possible  overtopping  and  crevassing  in 
the  immediate  vicinities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.  July  1960). — 

Federal - ^1,  112,  000 

Xon-Federal _  700 


Total 


1, 112.  700 
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Project  economics. — 


Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  . 

$42,800 

28,800 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  niaior  replacement . 

$28, 800 

Total . . - _ _ 

28,800 

71, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

110,000 

36,500 

Increased  land  use _  _ 

Total _ 

146,500 

Bene-jit-cost  ratio. — Maeystown  Creek,  2.1;  Fountain  Creek,  1.7. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  the 
project;  (6)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  (c)  maintain  and  operate  the  project, 
including  the  pumping  plants,  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  (d)  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  on  improved  channels  and  ponding  areas  and, 
if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  stor¬ 
age  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost 
to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  for  badly  needed  drainage 
on  several  thousand  acres  of  highly  productive  land.  The  installation 
of  pumping  plants  is  amply  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  are  proper.  The  committee  urges  adoption  of  the  project. 

COIA'^IBIA  nilAlNAOE  AND  LKVEE  DISTRICT  NO.  .3,  ILLINOIS 
(H.  Doc.  54:t,  87 til  Cong.) 

Location. — Mississippi  River  fiood  plain  in  Monroe  County,  Ill., 
between  river  miles  156  and  166  above  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — House  and  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  June  17,  1948,  and  June  18,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Columbia 
Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  3  provides  for  raising  and  enlarg¬ 
ing  20.1  miles  of  river  front  and  flank  levee  and  constructing  appurte¬ 
nant  works,  including  nine  gravity-drainage  structures.  Construc¬ 
tion  of  the  work  was  essentially  completed  in  1958. 

Flood  problem. — Although  the  menace  of  direct  flooding  from  the 
^lississippi  River  has  been  largely  eliminated  by  levees,  there  remains 
the  problem  of  removing  impounded  interior  drainage.  The  sources 
of  the  impounded  water  are  precipitation  on  the  protected  lowlands, 
accumulation  of  runofl'  from  tributary  hill  lands,  and  seepage  from 
the  IMississippi  River.  The  accumulated  water  collects  near  the  mid¬ 
dle  third  and  lower  end  of  the  district.  Under  ordinaiy  circum- 
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stances,  this  area  is  drained  by  Franey  Lake  ditch,  Ix)ng  Slash,  Dog- 
Avood  Slough,  and  Shehan  Lake  ditch. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  District  engineer  finds 
that  the  most  suitable  plan  for  reducing  impoundment  flooding  would 
be  to  provide  pumping  plants  adjacent  to  the  outlets  of  Ix)ng  Slash 
and  Franey  Lake  ditch.  Drainage  from  Shehan  Lake  ditch  and 
Dogwood  Slough  would  be  diverted  to  Long  Slash  by  ditches  1,300 
and  1,200  feet  in  length.  He  finds  that  the  greatest  excess  of  bene¬ 
fits  over  costs  would  be  realized  with  pumping  capacities  of  200  and 
30  cubic  feet  per  second,  respectively.  The  district  engineer  pro¬ 
poses  to  raise  the  grade  of  the  levee  by  2  feet  for  a  distance  of  1,000 
feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  stations  to  prevent  possible  over¬ 
topping  and  crevassing  in  the  immediate  vicinities.  Local  interests 
Avould  construct  onfarm  drainage  ditches  on  about  700  acres  of  land. 

Estimated  Cost  {price  level  of  January  1961). — 

Federal - $986,  000 

Non-Federal -  6,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


992,000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Long  Slash  ditch: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$31,320 

$170 

7,700 

1,660 

50 

$31,490 

7,700 

1,660 

60 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Major  replacement _  .. 

Loss  of  productivity _ _ 

Total . 

31,320 

9,680 

40,900 

Franey  Lake  ditch: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

6,735 

85 

3,900 

560 

20 

6, 820 
3,900 
660 
20 

Maintenance  and  operation.. . . . 

Replacements _ _ _ _ 

Loss  of  productivity . . . . 

Total _ _ _ 

6,735 

4, 565 

11,300 

Long  Slash 
ditch 

Franey  Lake 
ditch 

Total 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . 

$33,200 

19,700 

$8,200 

7,500 

$41,400 

27,200 

Total . . . . 

52,900 

15,700 

68,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Long  Slash  ditch,  1.3;  Franey  Lake  Ditch,  1.4. 

Local  cooperation.— Frovide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  the  project ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  the  project,  including  the 
pumping  plants,  after  completion  in  accordance  Avith  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Anny ;  and  prevent  encroachment  on 
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improved  channels  and  ponding  areas,  and,  if  ponding  areas  and 
capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equiva¬ 
lent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  for  badly  needed  drainage 
on  several  thousand  acres  of  highly  productive  land.  The  installation 
of  pumping  plants  is  amply  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  are  proper.  The  committee  urges  adoption  of  the  project. 

PRAIRIE  DU  PONT  LEVEE  AND  SANITARY  DISTRICT,  ILLINOIS 
(H.  Doc.  540,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  district  lies  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River 
between  miles  166  and  175  above  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  June  17,  1948,  and 
August  20,  1957,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  July  18,  1957. 

Existing  y^roject.—TAxQ  existing  Federal  project  for  Prairie  du  Pont 
Levee  and  Sanitary  District  provides  for  raising  and  enlarging  15.2 
miles  of  riverfront  and  flank  levee  and  constructing  appurtenant 
works,  including  nine  gravity-drainage  structures.  The  work  was 
scheduled  for  completion  in  1961.  Nine  main  ditches  and  streams 
traverse  the  lowest  portions  of  the  area. 

Flood  'problem. — Substantial  and  repetitive  damages  have  occurred 
due  to  blocked  interior  drainage  when  stages  on  the  Mississippi  River 
exceeded  15  to  30  feet  on  the  Market  Street  gage  at  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Drainage  would  be  blocked  at  least  once  almost  every  year,  varying 
in  duration  from  a  few  days  to  a  maximum  of  147  days.  The  Palmer 
Creek  drainage  area,  the  largest  in  the  district,  is  affected  by  a  river 
stage  of  15  feet.  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  (east)  area  is  affected  by  a 
river  stage  of  20  feet,  and  the  remaining  areas  are  affected  by  a  river 
stage  of  30  feet.  Blocked  drainage  occurs  generally  during  the  plant¬ 
ing  season,  March  through  J uly. 

Recormaended  plan  of  improvement.- — Provide  pumping  plants  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  outlets  of  Palmer  Creek,  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek 
(west).  Falling  Springs  Ditch,  and  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  (east). 
The  greatest  excess  of  benefits  over  costs  woidd  be  realized  with  pump¬ 
ing  capacities  of  225,  35,  5,  and  17  cubic  feet  per  second,  respectively. 
The  district  engineer  proposes  to  raise  the  grade  of  the  levee  by  2  feet 
for  a  distance  of  1,000  feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  stations  to 
insure  against  overtopping  in  the  immediate  vicinities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  July  1961) . — 

Federal _ S921,  OOO 

Noil-Federal _  4,  .300 


Total 


025,  300 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

(■) 

(') 

$16,800 

(■) 

$52, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

Daraages  prevented _ - _ 

157,800 

53,800 

Total _ 

211,600 

>  Breakdown  not  available. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Pi’ovide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  the  proj¬ 
ect;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  the  project,  including  the 
pumping  plants,  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre- 
^ribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  and  prevent  encroachment  on 
improved  channels  and  ponding  areas,  and  if  ponding  areas  and  ca¬ 
pacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equiva¬ 
lent  pumping  capacity  promptly  Avithout  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  l!^o  objection. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget — Xo  objection. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  for  badly  needed  drainage 
on  several  thousand  acres  of  highly  productive  land.  The  installa¬ 
tion  of  pumping  plants  is  amply  justified  and  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  are  proper.  The  committee  urges  adoption  of  the 
pi’oject. 

RICHLAND  CREEK,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  571,  87th  Cong.) 

Zomt/mi..— Kichland  Creek  lies  in  Monroe,  St.  Clair,  and  Kandolph 
Comities  in  southeastern  Illinois. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  "Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
September  16,  1948,  and  July  18, 1957,  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  resolution  adopted  August  20,  1957. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — The  urban  area  of  the  city  of  Belleville  has  ex¬ 
perienced  floods  Avith  some  loss  of  life.  The  rural  area  (reach  3)  is 
mainly  agricultural  and,  being  generallj'  flat,  floods  Avith  accompany¬ 
ing  destruction  of  crops. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  district  engineer  has  de¬ 
termined  that  the  plan  of  improvement  which  would  afford  the  gi’eat- 
est  OATrall  benefit  to  the  Richland  Creek  Basin  Avould  consist-  of:  (a) 
the  tAvo  detention  reservoirs  proposed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice;  and  (6)  urban  channel  improAT-ment  of  maximum  capacity  con¬ 
sistent  Avith^  space  limitations  through  Belleville,  including  necessary 
bridge  modifications,  and  clearing,  cleaning,  and  rectification  of  the 
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existing  chcannel  in  the  rural  reach  3  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  These 
improvements  would  provide  protection  against  the  standard  project 
flood  in  the  urban  reach  through  Belleville  and  against  the  2-year 
flood  in  reach  3. 

Estimated  cost  {price  Jecel  of  January  1961). — 


Federal  - 995,  000 

Non-Federal -  574^  OOO 

Total -  5^  5(59_  qoO 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charge -  ,^033^  400 

Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented _  273,  900 

Other  (enhancement) _  36,300 

Total -  310,  200 


Jienefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. —  (a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  right-of-way  necessaiy  for  construction  of 
the  project;  {h)  provide  without  cost  to  the  Ignited  States  all  altera¬ 
tions  of  highways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities 
made  necessary  by  construction  of  the  project;  (c)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  {d) 
maintain  the  improved  channel  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny;  (e)  prevent 
encroachment  on  the  improved  channel;  and  (/)  at  least  annually  in¬ 
form  interests  affected  that  the  project  Avill  not  provide  protection  in 
the  agricultural  reaches  against  major  floods.  Lof-al  inferests  are 
willing  to  furnish  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable.  Suggesr  coordination 
with  Soil  Conservation  Service  prior  to  construction. 

State  of  Illinois :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— committee  notes  tliat  excellent  coordination  has 
ben  accomplishd  betwen  the  Corps  of  Enginers  and  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  in  developing  an  overall  plan  of  imprevement  for  the 
area.  The  committee  urges  adoption  of  the  recommended  project. 

SALT  RIVER,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  507,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Salt  River  rises  in  Schuyler  County,  Mo.,  about  12  miles 
south  of  the  Missouri-Iowa  State  line,  and  flows  generally  southeast 
about  192  miles  to  the  Mississippi  River  near  Louisiana,  Mo.  Joanna 
Dam  would  be  located  on  Salt  River  about  16  miles  southwest  from 
Hannibal,  Mo. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act,  June  22, 1936. 

Existing  project.— Control  Act  of  1936  authorized  participa¬ 
tion  with  the  Riverland  Levee  District  in  levee  construction  adjacent 
to  the  mouth  of  Salt  River.  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1937  an- 
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tliorized  acquisition  of  lands  damaged  by  flooding  resulting  from  oper¬ 
ation  of  Mississippi  River  navigation  project.  The  Food  Control  Act 
of  June  28,  1938,  authorized  the  Joanna  Dam  project  in  connection 
with  the  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  in  the  upper  Mississippi  River  Basin.  A  Federal  project  pro¬ 
vides  for  raising  and  enlarging  approximately  14.6  miles  of  levee 
in  the  Riverland  Levee  District  near  the  mouth  of  the  river.  The 
levee  system,  affording  partial  protection  to  about  5,800  acres,  was 
built  by  local  interests  with  Federal  assistance.  About  2,720  acres 
of  lowlands  near  the  mouth  of  Salt  River,  which  were  damaged  by  the 
Mississippi  River  navigation  project,  have  been  acquired  by  the  United 
States. 

Flood  'prohlem. — Rain  storms  cause  the  streams  to  rise  rapidly. 
Flow  usually  returns  to  bank  full  within  3  to  4  days. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  dam  and 
pumped  power  facilities  to  serve  the  functions  of  flood  control,  power, 
low-flow  augmentation  for  Mississippi  River  navigation,  water  sup¬ 
ply,  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  J anuary  1961 ) . — F ederal,  $63,300,000.'^ 


Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$2, 485, 900 
392, 400 
187, 200 

$69, 000 
7,000 

$2, 554, 900 
399, 400 
187, 200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total . - . - . - . 

3, 065,  500 

76, 000 

3,141,500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented: 

Flood  control _ _ _ 

1,317,500 
3, 100 
1, 089, 700 
105, 000 
261,500 
1, 380, 000 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _ 

Total . — . 

4, 156, 800 

B enefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .3. 

Local'  cooperation. — Pa}"  $1,908,000  foward  construction  costs  and 
$7,000  annually  for  operation  and  maintenance  and  replacements  as 
allocated  to  local  interests  because  of  water  supply. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes 
that  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  benefits  used  to  justify  the  project 
result  from  fish  and  wildlife  and  general  recreation,  and  that  the 


^  $1,908,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 
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recently  ap])roved  administration  standards  for  the  formulation  and 
evaluation  of  water  resources  projects  provide  appropriately  for  the 
consideration  of  these  purposes.  The  Bureau  states  that  consideration 
is  currently  being  given  to  the  problems  of  cost  allocation  and  of 
reimbursement  and  cost-sharing  betAveen  the  Federal  GoA^ei'nment  and 
non-Federal  bodies — matters  not  dealt  with  fully  in  the  policies  and 
standards  recently  approved  by  the  President,  and  that  thei'e  is  also 
under  consideration  the  development  of  detailed  standards  to  supple¬ 
ment  the  neAV  ^^rinciple  for  estimating  recreation  benefits,  including 
those  derived  from  the  recreational  aspects  of  fish  and  wildlife.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  requests  for 
funds  to  initiate  construction  of  this  project,  it  would  be  reevaluated 
in  the  light  of  the  administration’s  standards  and  policies  applicable 
at  that  time. 

Remarks.— This  worthy  project  would  serve  numerous  useful  pur¬ 
poses  including  flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  water  supply,  fish 
and  wildlife,  and  recreation.  The  committee  notes  that  the  [)roject  is 
amply  justified  and  urges  its  adoption. 

PECATONICA  RIVER,  ILL.  AND  WIS. 

( H.  Doc.  539,  87th  Coug.) 

Location. — In  south-central  Wisconsin  and  north-central  Illinois. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1946. 

Existing  project. — An  authorized  local  protection  iiroject  at  Free¬ 
port,  Ill. 

Flood  problem. — This  basin  is  subject  to  flooding  durino-  all  seasons 
of  the  year. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  about  6,000  feet 
of  channel  improvement,  4,500  feet  of  levee,  780  feet  of  concrete  flood- 
wall,  three  closure  structures,  a  pumping  plant,  drainage  facilities, 
and  modification  of  a  highway  bridge. 

Estimated  cost:  {price  level). 

Federal  -  $850, 000 

Non-Federal  _  182, 000 


Total  -  1,032,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortir.atinn 

$31,400 

$8,600 

3,200 

$39,900 

3,200 

and  nppiral.ion 

Total _ 

31,400 

11,700 

43.100 

45.100 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.05. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas  and  spoil-disposal  areas,  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  altera¬ 
tions  of  buildings,  utilities,  highivay  bridges,  I’oads,  and  other  facil¬ 
ities  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  ivorks; 
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maintain  and  operate  al]  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
Avitli  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  tlie  Army;  pim'ent 
any  encroachment  on  the  flood  channels  and  ponding  areas  Avhich 
would  decrease  the  effectiveness  of  the  flood  control  improvements, 
and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  provide 
substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity ;  and  at 
least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide 
complete  flood  protection. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable: 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget.So  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  proposed  projeet  for 
Darlington  is  urgently  needed  and  should  be  adopted  at  this  time, 
althouSi  the  beuefit-to-cost  ratio  is  marginal. 

Rock  River,  Rockford,  Ii.l. 

(  S.  Doc.  142.  87th  Cong.  ) 

Location. — The  city  of  Rockford  is  situated  along  both  banks  of 
Rock  River  about  17  iniles  south  of  the  Illinois-Wisconsin  State  boun¬ 
dary. 

Aihth-ority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  31,  1953. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  authorized  Corps  of  Engineers 
flood  control  projects  at  Rockford. 

Flood  prohlem. — Areas  in  Rockford  and  vicinity  suffering  greatest 
flood  damages  are  along  both  the  Xorth  and  South  Branches  of  Kent 
Creek  and  along  Keith  Creek  within  the  city.  Since  early  1926,  about 
nine  major  floods  hai’e  occurred  in  the  Rockford  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consist  of  channel  enlarge¬ 
ment  and  realinement,  levees,  and  appurtenant  works  on  the  North 
Branch  Kent  Creek  and  in  the  portion  of  Kent  Creek  below  the  con¬ 
fluence  of  the  North  and  South  Branches;  a  relief  channel  to  divert 
a  portion  of  the  flood  flows  of  the  South  Branch  Kent  Creek  to  Rock 
River,  and  channel  improvements  on  South  Branch  downstream  from 
the  point  of  diversion. 

Estimated'  cost :  ( price  level  of  1960) . — 

Federal  _ $7,228,000 

Non- Federal  _ _ _  1, 068,  000 

Total  _  8,296,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non- Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$263, 200 
49,  700 

$300 

11,300 

6,200 

$203,500 

61,000 

6,200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Loss  of  productivity _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

312, 900 

17,800 

330, 700 
683,500 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-Gost  ratio. — 2.1. 
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Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for 
construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  bear  the  costs  of  all  relocation 
and  alterations  of  bridges,  buildings,  structures,  sewers,  utilities,  and 
other  improvements,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches,  made 
necessary  by  construction  of  the  project;  maintain  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army;  and  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent 
encroachments  on  the  improved  channels  and  on  ponding  areas. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Mo  objection. 

Since  early  1926,  about  nine  major  floods  have  occurred 
in  the  Rockford  area.  The  most  recent  major  damaging  flood  in  the 
area  occurred  in  July  1952  when  at  least  1,000  persons  evacuated  their 
residences  for  several  days.  A  recurrence  of  the  July  1952  flood  under 
I^resent  conditions  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $2,260,000  in 
the  Kent  Creek  Basin.  The  benefits  amply  justify  a  project  at 
Rockford. 


MISSISSIPPI  RIVER,  URBAN  AREAS  FROM  HAMI^ON,  ILL.,  TO  MILE  30  0 

(II.  Doe.  .5&4,  87th  Cong.) 

Tjocation. — The  reach  of  the  Mississippi  River  under  consideration 
is  that  between  river  miles  300  and  492  in  Illinois,  Missouri,  and  Iowa. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  by  House  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol,  both  adopted  September  18, 1944. 

Existing  project. —  The  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  }>ertinent  to 
this  study  are  the  Coralville  Reservoir  on  the  Iowa  River  (in  opera¬ 
tion),  the  Red  Rock  Reservoir  in  Des  Moines  River  (under  construc¬ 
tion),  the  Saylorville  Reservoir  on  Des  Moines  River  (in  the  plan¬ 
ning  stage),  and  several  local  protection  projects  for  urban  and  lairal 
areas. 

Flood  problem. — Recent  floods  (^curred  in  1951,  1952,  and  1960, 
with  maximum  flows  of  225,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Clinton,  about 
290,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Keokuk,  and  324,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  at  Hannibal.  Floods  are  of  comparatively  long  duration,  and 
cau.se  extensive  damage.  Flooding  in  the  reach  occurs  on  the  average 
of  once  every  2  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvements  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  along  the  Mississip)ii  River  at  Rock  Island,  Ill.;  Hannibal,  Mo.; 
and  Gregory  Drainage  District,  Mo. ;  consisting  of  levees,  flood  walls, 
gated  drainage  structures,  pumping  plants,  railroad  adjustments  and 
appurtenant  works.  Any  one  of  the  three  units  mav  be  undertaken 
indenendently  of  the  others. 

Estimated  cost  {May  1961  price  level). — 

Federal  - i  ^9^  289,  000 

Non-Federal  -  634_  oqo 

Total  - . -  9^  923_  000 

^  .fS, 850,000  for  Rock  Island,  $4,394,000  for  Hannibal,  and  $1,045,000  for  Gregory 
Drainage  District.  v  ■  .  ^  v. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$344,500 

$.30,  700 

$375,200 

Maintenance  and  operation - - - 

50,900 

50,900 

Total - - - . 

344,500 

81,600 

426, 100 

577, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3  (Rock  Island,  1.4;  Gregoi’y  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict,  2.0 ;  and  Hannibal,  1.2) 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  ;  modify  or  relocate  facilities,  except  railroads ;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  completed 
works ;  and  at  Hannibal,  prevent  encroachment  on  the  ponding  area 
adjacent  to  the  pumping  station.  Local  interests  will  provide  the 
required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  improvements  for  flood  control 
along  the  Mississippi  River  at  Rock  Island,  Ill.,  Hannibal,  Mo.,  and 
Gregoiy  Drainage  District,  Mo.,  are  amply  justified. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  URBAN  AREAS  FROM  HAMPTON,  ILL.,  TO  CASS\TLLE,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  450,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  reach  of  the  Mississippi  River  from  Hampton,  Ill., 
mile  491.8,  to  the  vicinity  of  Cassville  Wis.,  mile  606.7,  above  the 
mouth  of  the  Ohio  River. 

_  Authority. — This  interim  report  is  in  partial  response  to  two  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  September  18,  1944,  by  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control 
of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  'project.— -1A\^  only  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  local  flood 
control  project  in  this  reach  is  a  levee  with  appurtenant  works  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  town  of  Sabula,  Iowa.  Construction  was  completed  in  No¬ 
vember  1957,  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $411,915. 

Flood  prol)lem.-—T\iQ  flood  plain  in  the  reach  of  the  Mississippi 
River  considered  in  this  report  contains  17  urban  areas.  The  prob¬ 
lem  is  the  reoccurring  flood  damage  in  these  urban  areas.  Ten  major 
floods  of  record  occurred  during  the  period  1880  to  1954.  Average 
annual  flood  damages  under  present  conditions  of  development  at  the 
communities  investigated  are  estimated  at  $1,336,800,  of  which  90 
percent  are  at  Dubuque  and  Clinton. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  provides  for  im¬ 
provements  for  flood  control  at  Dubuque,  Iowa,  consisting  of  levees, 
floodwalls,  and  appurtenant  works,  including  a  navigation  opening  at 
the  mouth  of  Dubuque  Harbor.  f  ^ 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level,  July  1959). — 

Federal _ $5,  350,  000 

Nou-Federal _  150,  000 


Total _  5,  500,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$200, 900 

$7, 350 
12, 750 

$208, 250 
12,750 

Maintenance  and  operating _ 

Total _ _ 

200, 900 

20, 100 

221, 000 
291, 400 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented _ 

Ben£,-fit-GOst  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army ;  modify  or  relocate  buildings,  utilities,  sewers,  and  other 
facilities  where  necessary  in  the  construction  of  the  project,  including 
necessai'y  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadways;  and  obtain 
legal  control  over  pondage  areas  and  prevent  encroachment  until 
substitute  pondage  or  increased  pumping  capacity  has  been  provided 
at  local  expense.  Officials  of  the  city  of  Dubuque  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  comply  with  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
for  flood  control  at  Dubuque,  Iowa,  are  economically  justified  and 
urgently  needed. 

KICKAPOO  RIVER,  -WISCONSIN 
(H.  Doc.  557,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.^ — The  Kickapoo  River  rises  in  Monroe  County  in  south¬ 
western  Wisconsin  and  flows  south  and  southwest  through  Vernon, 
Richland,  and  Crawford  Comities,  and  empties  into  the  Wisconsin 
River  near  Wauzeka,  about  16  miles  upstream  from  the  jimction  of 
the  latter  stream  with  the  Mississippi  River. 

Authority. — Section  6  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22, 1936,  as 
amended  by  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  28, 
1937. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  flood  control  projects  in 
the  river  basin.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  constructed  two 
runoff  retarding  dams  on  the  headwaters  of  the  West  Branch  of  the 
Kickapoo  River  under  the  pilot  watershed  program. 


■18 
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Flood  frohlem,. — Tlie  Kickapoo  Valley  is  subject  to  a  destructive 
flood  practically  every  year.  About  13,000  acres  of  agricultural  lands 
and  eight  urban  areas  below  La  Farge  sustain  damage  during  major 
floods.  Average  annual  damages  are  $765,000,  of  which  approxi¬ 
mately  50  percent  are  urban.  Recurrence  of  the  July  1951  flood 
would  cause  damages  totaling  $1,900,000. 

Recormiiewied  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  and  reservoir  on 
Kickapoo  River  about  1  mile  upstream  from  the  village  of  La  Farge, 
operated  for  flood  control,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  general 
recreation,  and  a  reduction  in  aggradation  downstream  from  the 
reservoir.  The  reservoir  would  have  a  total  capacity  of  75,000  acre- 
feet  at  the  maximum  pool  of  the  spillway  design  flood,  66,000  acre- feet 
for  the  reservoir  design  flood,  and  10,250  acre-feet  for  the  conservation 
pool.  About  14.5  miles  of  channel  enlargement  would  be  required  for 
suitable  operation  of  the  reservoir.  Supplemental  flood  protection 
would  be  provided  at  Soldiers  Grove  by  the  construction  of  a  levee 
extending  along  the  right  bank  about  3,200  feet  long  and  a  levee  on 
the  left  bank  about  2,800  feet.  A  short  levee  embankment  about  70 
feet  long  would  be  provided  at  the  upstream  end  of  the  former  rail¬ 
road  cut  near  the  north  limits  of  the  village.  Interior  drainage  would 
be  pumped.  Two  bridges  would  be  raised  and  the  channel  enlarged 
near  the  bridges.  Supplemental  flood  protection  woidd  be  provided 
at  Gays  Mills  by  construction  of  a  levee  on  the  left  bank  of  about 
6,()00-foot  length  which  would  surround  the  built-up  portion  of  Gays 
Mills  on  three  sides.  Interior  drainage  would  be  ponded  and  pumped. 
Tlie  highway  bridge  would  be  raised  and  the  channel  would  be 
enlarged. 

Estimated  cost. — {price  level  of  Decemher  1960) . — 


La  Farse 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Soldiers 
Grove  levee 

Gays  MiUs 
levee 

Total 

Federal _ _ _ 

$14, 894, 000 

0 

$271, 000 
190, 000 

$405, 000 
142,000 

$1.5, 570,000 
332,000 

Non-Federal _  . 

Total _ _ 

14, 894, 000 

461, 000 

547,000 

15,902.000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

La  Farge  Reservoir _ 

$484, 800 

$484,800 
17, 100 
19, 500 

Soldiers  Grove  levees _ 

7,900 

11,700 

$9, 200 
7,800 

Gays  Mills  levee _ 

Total _ 

504, 400 

17,000 

621, 400 

Flood 

control 

General 

recreation 

Fish  and 
wildlife 

Total 

Annual  benefits: 

La  Farge  Reservoir.. 

Soldiers  Grove  levees 

Gays  Mills  levee 

Total . 

$488, 100 
22,000 
32, 400 

$112,800 

$11,000 

$611,900 

22,000 

32,400 

542,500 

112, 800 

11,000 

666,  300 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — La  Farge  Reservoir,  1.3;  Soldiere  Grove 
levees,  1.3 ;  Gays  Mills  levee,  1.7 ;  overall  1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  levees  at  Soldiers 
Grove  and  Gays  Mills,  local  interests  agree  to  provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  each  usable  element  of  the 
work  after  completion  and  all  of  the  works  after  completion  thereof 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army ;  make  all  necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities,  highway 
bridges,  sewei’s,  roads,  and  other  structures  required  in  connection  with 
the  work;  and  prevent  encroachments  on  improved  channels,  flood- 
ways,  and  ponding  areas  unless  and  until  substitute  storage  capacity 
or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  provided  without  cost  to  the  United 
Stat^.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to 
furnish  required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RemaiLs. — The  committee  notes  the  favorable  benefit-cost  ratios 
for  each  proposed  pi'oject,  and  recommends  authorization. 

AVARROAD  RIVER  AND  BULL  DOG  CREEK,  MINN. 

(H.  Doc.  449,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  north-central  Minnesota  near  the  international 
boundary.  Warroad  River  flows  into  Lake  of  the  Woods,  a  boundary 
lake  which  is  a  part  of  the  Hudson  Bay  drainage  system.  Bull  Dog 
Creek  is  a  principal  tributary  of  Warroad  River. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act,  approved  December  22, 1944. 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  project  for  flood  control. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  numerous  drainage  ditches  through¬ 
out  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Agricultural  development  is  greatly  hampered  by 
flooding. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  34  miles  of 
channel  improvement  along  Warroad  River,  East  Branch,  Bull  Dog 
Creek,  county  ditch  No.  10,  and  county  ditch  No.  6,  and  appurtenant 
works. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1960) . — 

Federal  -  ^9^2  OOO 

Non-Federal - - -  307^  000 


Total 


1, 339,  000 
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Project  economies. — 


• 

Federal 

Non- 
F  ederal 

Total 

Annua]  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$36,500 

$17, 600 
6,800 

$54, 100 
6,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

36, 500 

24, 400 

60,900 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

79,500 

22,200 

Increased  land  use _ _ _ _  _ 

Total . . 

101,700 

BeneM-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  or  equivalent  construction 
work  9.9  percent  of  the  gross  Federal  construction  cost  (exclusive  of 
countj?  ditch  No.  6),  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $93,000,  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
contribution  to  be  determined  after  actual  costs  are  known ;  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project  including  changes  to 
highway  channel  crossings  and  miscellaneous  utilities ;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works ; 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent 
encroachment  on  the  proposed  rights-of-way  and  improved  channels  ; 
provide  an  organization  capable  of  furnishing  the  required  local 
cooperation;  and  construct  and  maintain  the  associated  drainage 
works  needed  to  effectively  use  the  improved  outlet  system.  It  is  con¬ 
sider^  that  local  interests  are  financially  able  and  willing  to  meet  all 
conditions  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  project  is  well  justified, 
and  recommends  its  authorization. 

RIVER  ROUGE,  MICHIGAN 
(H.  Doc.  148,  87th  Congress) 

Location. — The  River  Rouge  basin  is  located  in  the  southeastern 
corner  of  the  lower  peninsula  of  the  State  of  Micliigan  and  lies  witliin 
the  counties  of  Wayne,  Oakland,  and  Washtenaw.  The  basin  is  fan 
shaped  and  extends  about  24  miles  from  north  to  south  and  about  33 
miles  from  east  to  west. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  30, 1948. 

Existing  project. — None. 
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Flood  prohlem. — An  investigation  of  the  flood  problems  of  the 
River  Rouge  and  its  tributaries  indicates  that  the  reaches  upstream 
of  Michigan  Avenue  experience  annual  flooding.  The  flood  of  April 
1947,  the  largest  of  record,  inundated  the  utility  tunnels  of  the  Ford 
Motor  Co.  plant,  employing  40,000  persons,  and  caused  complete  shut¬ 
down  of  the  plant.  Average  annual  flood  damages  in  the  reach  below 
Michigan  Avenue,  adjusted  for  future  conditions,  are  estimated  at 
$853,000. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  River 
Rouge,  Mich.,  for  flood  control,  by  channel  straightening  and 
enlargement  from  Michigan  Avenue  to  the  navigation  turning  basin. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1969) . — 

Federal  -  $8,  659, 000 

Non-Federal _  10,  877,  300 


Total -  19,536,300 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$314, 200 

0 

$421,700 
25, 000 

$735, 900 
25, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

314, 200 

446, 700 

76, 900 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

820, 600 

98, 700 

Other;  Savings  to  local  interests  in  future  sewer  construc¬ 
tions _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

919, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — {a)  Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  suitable  spoil-disposal  areas 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  (6)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (c) 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  (d)  pre¬ 
scribe  and  enforce  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  designed  to  prevent  encroachments  on  the  proposed  rights-of- 
way  and  the  improved  channel,  and  to  keep  non-pile-supported  bank 
loads  a  minimum  distance  of  50  feet  from  the  top  of  the  bank;  (e) 
construct  new  highway  bridges  as  required;  and  (/)  make  all  altera¬ 
tions  and  additions  to  highway  bridges,  utility  crossings,  sewer  outlets, 
and  interfering  structures  within  the  proposed  channel  rights-of-way. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  ability  and  willingness  to  furnish 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Michigan :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Re7narks.—li\\Q  committee  notes  that  the  non-Federal  cost  exceeds 
(he  Federal  cost  and  that  local  interests  have  indicated  ability  and 
willingness  to  furnish  the  required  items  of  local  coo})eration.  The 
committee  believes  that  the  project  is  urgently  needed  and  that  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  are  in  line  with  other  similar 
pi'ojects. 

SANDUSKY  RI\'ER,  OHIO 
(S.  Doc.  136,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Sandusky  Eiver  is  located  in  north-central  Ohio. 
The  river  rises  iti  Richland  County,  flows  generallj’  northwestward 
and  empties  in  the  western  end  of  Sandusky  Bay,  an  ann  of  Lake 
Erie,  about  70  miles  west  of  Cleveland. 

Authority.— PdiXiml  response  to  a  resolution  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  adopted  on  February  24,  1948. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  in  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Flood  problems  in  the  Sandusky  River  Basin  are 
due  principally  to  development  of  flood  plain  areas  "without  provision 
of  alteimate  routes  in  floodflows.  The  channel  is  not  sufficiently  large 
to  contain  high  discharges,  and  ice  jams  which  frecjuently  form  on 
the  lower  portions  of  the  river  result  in  high  stages  at  Fremont. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  channel  widen¬ 
ing,  deepening,  and  straightening  together  with  levees,  floodwalls,  and 
appurtenant  works  at  Fremont,  Ohio. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.  March  1961). — 

Federal -  .$4.  300,  000 

Non-Federal _  490,  000 


Total -  4,  790.  OOO 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . 

$127,300 

.$20,800 

14,000 

$148, 100 
14,000 
200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Surveys  and  inspection . . . . 

200 

Total-.. . . . 

127.500 

34,800 

162,300 

283,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

T.ocal  cooperation. — ^^Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  and  sump  areas, 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  woi'ks;  accomplish 
all  relocations  and  alterations  of  streets,  buildings,  pipelines,  utilities, 
bridges,  and  other  structures  (except  railroad  facilities)  made  neces- 
sary  by  the  construction  work;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
aiter  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Aimy ;  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent 
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eucioaclinieiit  on  cliannels,  ^igllts-of-^yay,  and  ponding  areas  necessary 
to  proper  functioning  of  the  pi'oject;  and  at  least  annually  infonn  in- 
teiests  affected  that  the  proposed  iniprovenients  will  not  provide  pro¬ 
tection  against  floods  of  a  magnitude  equivalent  to  that  of  March  1913. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  fui-nish  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  FaWable. 

Department  of  Agriculture  :  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
Rema.rhs.~Y\oo&  protection  to  the  city  of  Fremont  will  be  provided 
by  construction  of  the  recommended  project.  The  committee  believes 
the  project  of  an  urgent  nature,  well  justified,  and  recommends  its 
authorization. 


GILA  RIVER,  ARIZ.,  CAMELSBACK  RESERVOIR 
(S.  Doc.  127,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.— Camelsback  damsite  is  located  on  the  Gila  Eiver 
about  24  river  miles  upstream  from  the  town  of  Safford  in  soiith- 
westem  Arizona. 

Authority.— F\oqA  Control  Act  of  1938  and  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee  Kesolution  adopted  August  7, 1956. 

Existing  'project. — The  authorized  Federal  improiTment  for  Gila 
River  abcwe  Coolidge  Dam  provides  for  channel  clearing  through  the 
Safford  Valley  for  flood  control  and  water  conservation.  Construc¬ 
tion  work  has  not  been  initiated.  The  improvement  would  provide 
partial  protection  from  floods  in  Safford  Valley,  and  would  increase 
the  water  supply  for  agriculture  by  the  removal  of  phreatophytic 
growth.  Coolidge  Dam,  completed  by  the  U.S.  Indian  Irrigation 
Service  in  1928,  formed  the  San  Carlos  Reservoir  with  an  initial 
storage  capacity  of  1,242,000  acre-feet  for  water  conseiwation  and 
flood  control. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  have  resulted  in  the  loss  of  many  lives  and 
have  caused  severe  damage  to  rural  residences,  crops,  irrigation  works, 
and  highways.  Of  the  22,500  acres  subject  to  flooding  along  the  Gila 
River  from  the  head  of  Safford  Valley  to  San  Carlos  Reservoir,  12,800 
acres  are  cultivated. 

Recommended  plan  of  impro'cement. — An  earth  and  rockfill  dam 
with  an  ungated  outlet  on  Gila  River  at  the  Camelsback  site  about  8 
miles  upstream  from  the  head  of  Safford  Valley,  to  form  a  reservoir 
with  a  capacity  of  283,000  acre-feet  of  which  133,000  acre-feet  would 
be  for  flood  control  and  150,000  for  sediment.  Construction  is  not 
to  be  initiated  until  construction  of  the  channel  improvement,  author¬ 
ized  by  1958  Flood  Control  Act  is  assured. 


Estimated  cost. —  {price  level.,  October  1959). 


Camelsback 

Reservoir 

Authorized 

channel 

clearing 

Total 

Federal.  _  _ 

$9, 770, 000 

$10,  900, 000 

Non- Federal _ 

Total _  . 

9, 770, 000 

1, 400,  000 

11, 170,000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Camelsback  Reservoir: 

$374,000 

10,000 

$374,000 

10,000 

Total. . - . - . --- . 

384,000 

384,000 

Authorized  channel  clearing: 

Total  (Including  $50,000  for  non-Federal  mainte- 

106,000 

Total  project . - . 

490,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Camelsback  Reservoir: 

190,000 

190,000 

Authorized  channel  clearing; 

98,000 

275,500 

Total-  _ _ _ _ 

373, 500 

563,500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  dne  to  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  the 
dam  and  reservoir,  including  damages  arising  from  water-rights 
claims;  establish  and  enforce  floodway  limits  and  regulations  to  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  on  the  channel  between  Camelsback  damsite  and 
Brown  canal  heading,  at  the  head  of  Safford  Valley,  and  maintain 
the  present  river-channel  carrying  capacity.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

F ederal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

State  of  xVrizona :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

State  of  Vew  Mexico :  Makes  several  comments  pointing  out 
that  optimum  development  cannot  be  planned  wisely  before  the 
final  decree  is  entered  in  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  litigation, 
Arizona  v.  California  et  ah  The  Chief  of  Engineers  has  replied 
indicating  that  the  proposed  Camelsback  Eeservoir  would  lie  en¬ 
tirely  within  the  State  of  Arizona  downstream  of  the  State  of  New 
IMexico  and  would  have  no  adverse  effects  on  New  Mexico  land 
or  water  rights. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  believes  that,  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  construct 
the  reservoir,  its  necessity  and  economic  justification  should  be  ex¬ 
amined  after  accomplishment  of  the  related  channel  improvement 
and  operation  for  a  sufficient  period  of  time  to  evaluate  its  effectiA^e- 
ness  in  the  area. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  considers  it  highly  desirable  to  construct 
the  proposed  dam  at  the  Camelsback  site  on  Gila  Eiver  in  order  to 
prevent  damages  from  floods  which,  in  the  past,  have  resulted  in  the 
loss  of  many  lives  and  have  caused  severe  damages  to  rural  residences, 
crops,  irrigation  works,  and  highways. 

Local  interests  desired  a  reservoir  for  flood  control,  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  recreation.  The  Corps  has  recommended  construction  of  an 
ungated  flood  control  dam  since  storage  in  the  upper  basin  is  not 
compatible  with  the  provisions  of  the  Gila  decree. 

In  order  to  meet  the  desires  of  local  interests,  so  far  as  possible, 
the  Corps  designed  an  ungated  structure  that  can  be  gated  at  a  later 
date  if  the  Gila  decree  is  modified. 

The  committee  recommends  that  if  at  a  later  date,  under  a  modified 
Gila  decree,  storage  for  water  conservation,  recreation  or  any  other 
purpose  appears  feasible,  the  installation  of  gates  should  be  specifi¬ 
cally  authorized  by  the  Congress,  based  on  a  formal  report..  In 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  1944  Flood  Control 
Act,  that  report  would,  of  course,  have  to  be  submitted  to  affected 
States  and  interested  Federal  agencies  for  comment. 

GILA  RIVER  BELOW  PAINTED  ROCK  RESERVOIR,  ARIZ. 

(S.  Doc.  116,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Gila  River  rises  in  southwest  New  Mexico.  It  flows 
generally  westward  about  650  miles  and  enters  the  Colorado  River 
about  3  miles  upstream  from  Yuma,  Ariz. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  30,  1954. 

Existing  project. — The  only  Corps  of  Engineers  flood-control  proj¬ 
ect  related  to  the  reach  under  consideration  is  Painted  Rock  Dam 
and  Reservoir  located  at  river  mile  126.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
has  constructed  57  miles  of  dikes  along  the  Gila  irrigation  project, 
and  six  floodways  to  pass  floodflows  diverted  by  dikes  to  the  Gila 
River.  Flood  control  improvements  below  Gila  siphon  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  for  construction  by  the  Bureau.  Non-Federal  interests  con¬ 
structed  16  miles  of  levee  along  the  Gila  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Roll, 
Ariz.,  and  cleared  the  channel  of  phreatophytic  growth  from  Texas 
Hill  to  Gila  siphon.  These  works  have  not  been  maintained  and  are 
now  ineffective. 

Flood  problem. — Painted  Rock  Reservoir  provides  some  control  for 
major  floods  originating  upstream;  however,  releases  from  the  reser¬ 
voir  and  floods  originating  downstream  are  a  potential  source  of  ex¬ 
tensive  damages  to  lands  and  improvements  in  the  115,000-acre  Gila 
irrigation  project.  The  channel  capacity  is  low  because  of  silt  deposits 
from  tributary  streams,  and  phreatophytic  growth.  Potential  flood 
damage  below  Painted  Rock  Dam  has  been  greatly  increased  as  a 
result  of  the  recent  construction  of  irrigation  works  and  related  land 
reclamation  on  the  Gila  flood  plain. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Gila  River, 
Ariz.,  for  flood  control  by  channel  improvement  and  construction  of 
levees  below  Painted  Rock  Dam  in  the  reach  between  Texas  Hill  and 
Gila  siphon. 
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Estbnated  cost  {N ovember  1959  price  level) . 

Federal - 255,  000 

Non-Federal -  700,  000 


lotal -  18,955,000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

$665,000 

0 

$39,000 

100,000 

$704, 000 
100,000 

Maintenance  and  opewtion _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

665,000 

139,000 

804,000 
2, 473, 000 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.1. 

Local  cooperaticm. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary  relo¬ 
cations  of  highways,  roads,  bridges,  irrigation  and  drainage  facilities, 
and  other  utilities  required  in  connection  with  construction  of  the 
works ;  hold  and  save  the  Unted  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  and  maintain  and  operate  the  project  after  com¬ 
pletion.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Kederal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  :  Favorable. 

Liternational  Boundary  and  Water  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona :  Favorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— 'Y\\^  committee  notes  that  potential  flood  damages  below 
Painted  Kock  Dam  have  been  greatly  increased  as  a  result  of  recent 
irrigation  works  and  land  reclamation  in  the  Gila  River  flood  plain. 
The  proposed  project  would  alleviate  floods  originating  downstream 
from  Painted  Rock  Reservoir  which  are  a  potential  source  of  exten¬ 
sive  damages  to  lands  and  improvements.  The  project  is  well  justified 
and  construction  is  desirable. 

PINAL  CREEK,  ARIZ. 

IH.  Doc.  512,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.— Creek  watershed  is  a  subbasin  of  the  Gila  River, 
situated  in  Gila  County  in  south-central  Arizona  about  75  miles  east  of 
Phoenix.  The  elongated  200-square-mile  watershed  drains  into  Salt 
River  above  Roosevelt  Dam.  The  Pinal  Creek  Basin  under  detailed 
consideration  is  the  33-square-mile  drainage  area  of  Pinal  Creek  at  and 
above  Globe,  Ariz. 

Authority . — 1938  Flood  Control  Act. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  projects  for  flood 
control  or  beneficial  use  of  ivater  in  the  area.  Some  stream  improve¬ 
ments  for  reducing  flood  damages  have  been  constructed  by  local  inter- 
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ests  but  they  are  not  effective  in  controlling  large  floods  along  the 
main  streams. 

Flood  prohlem. — The  greatest  floods  in  the  area  are  caused  by  local 
summer  thunderstorms  of  high  intensity  and  short  duration.  The 
characteristics  of  such  storms,  combined  with  the  steep  slopes  and 
stream  grades,  cause  rapid  concentration  of  floodflows.  As  a  result, 
the  communities  located  in  the  narrow  valleys  receive  heavy  damages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  about  9,000 
feet  of  concrete-lined  channel  along  Pinal  Creek  at  Globe,  Ariz.  The 
plan  requires  the  replacement  of  four  highway  bridges  and  the  alter¬ 
ation  of  two  railroad  bridges. 

Estimated’  cost  {I960  price  level.')  — 

Federal - ^$1,  300,  000 

Non-Federal -  3G0,  000 

Total -  1,660,000 

'  Excludes  !540,000  for  preauthorlzation  studies. 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Xon- Federal 

Total 

.Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$48,000 

.$17,000 

3.000 

$65,000 

3,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

48,000 

20,000 

68,000 

Annual  benefits; 

Damages  prevented...  _ _ _ 

85,  COO 
4,000 

.\dvance  bridge  replacement _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

89, 000 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  borrow  areas  and  spoil-disposal  areas.  Accomplish  all  modi¬ 
fications  or  relocations  of  existing  utilities,  roads,  and  bridges,  except 
railroad  bridges;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  ;  prevent  any  encroachment  upon  the  improved  chan¬ 
nel  which  would  reduce  its  flood-carrying  capacity ;  and,  at  least  an¬ 
nually,  notify  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  com¬ 
plete  flood  protection.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to 
provide  the  necessary  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  aftd  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce  :T'avorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  favors  the  propo.sed  plan  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  Pinal  Creek,  to  provide  protection  for  the  town  of  Globe  from 
high-intensity  thunderstorais  which  cause  heavy  damages  in  the 
narrow  valley. 
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TKUOKEE  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  CALIFORNIA  AND  NEVADA 


(H.  Doc.  435,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  Truckee  River  Basin,  in  northeastern  California 
and  Western  Nevada,  originates  at  the  outlet  of  Lake  Tahoe,  flows  for 
110  miles  generally  north  and  east  and  terminates  in  Pyramid  Lake, 
Nev. 

Authority. — 1938  Flood  Control  Act. 

Existmg  Existing  flood  control  improvements  by  the 

Corps  of  Engineers  consist  of  channel  clearing  and  snagging  through 
the  city  of  Reno  upstream  to  the  California-Nevada  State  line.  En¬ 
largement  of  the  outlet  channel  at  Lake  Tahoe  and  7.5  miles  of  channel 
improvements  downstream  from  Reno  are  under  construction.  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  improvements  include  controlled  storage  in  Lake 
Tahoe  for  irrigation  and  power,  completed  in  1915 ;  the  Boca  Reser¬ 
voir,  completed  in  1939,  on  Little  Truckee  River  for  irrigation ;  and 
the  authorized  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  at  the  Stampede  site  on 
Little  Truckee  River  and  the  Prosser  Creek  site. 

Flood  prohlem. — Floods  caused  by  rainfall  from  November  through 
March  and  characterized  by  high  peaks  and  short  durations  result  in 
extensive  damages,  particularly  at  Reno  and  vicinity,  to  expensive 
hotels,  industrial  and  commercial  firms,  offices,  and  residences.  The 
flood  problem  is  aggravated  by  bedload  deposition  in  the  channel  and 
by  large  amounts  of  drift  which  collect  at  the  street  bridges. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — A  15,000-acre-foot  reservoir 
for  flood  control  at  the  Martis  Creek  site  about  32  miles  upstream  from 
Reno,  together  with  channel  improvements  in  Reno. 

Estimated  cost  {1959  price  level) . — 


Federal  _ 

Non-Federal 


$2,  385,  000 
75,000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


2,  460,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization. 

$89,000 

14,000 

$3,500 

12,000 

$92,600 

26,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration. 

Total . . 

103,000 

15,500 

118,500 

164,600 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  nrevented 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation.~VvoV\5lQ  a  channel  capacity  of  14,000  cubic  feet 
pei  second  in  Truckee  River  through  Reno,  including  necessary  modi- 
hcations  and  relocations  of  existing  structures  and  facilities;  maintain 
the  channel  through  Reno  to  preserve  the  channel  capacity  of  14,000 
^  V  second ;  prevent  encroachment  in  the  chaimel ;  maintain 

the  channel  between  Reno  and  the  California-Nevada  State  line  clear 
of  all  debris  and  drift;  and  adequately  inform  interests  affected  that 
the  project  does  not  provide  protection  against  maximum  floods.  They 
have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion.  ^ 
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C 07rvtnents  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Makes  several  comments  including 
that  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which  is  concerned  about  the 
passage  of  fish  upstream  through  the  ungated  outlet  works.  The 
Chief  of  Engineers  hp  replied  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
that  appropriate  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  views  of  the 
Department  during  the  planning  stage  and  after  construction,  if 
the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  F avorable. 

State  of  Nevada :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Makes  several  comments  including  that 
further  consideration  be  given  to  including  a  gated  outlet  works 
for  conservation  use.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  has  replied  indi¬ 
cating  that  full  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  views  of  the 
State  after  construction,  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress. 

Conmients  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  comraittee  considers  the  proposed  project  desirable 
and  ^warranted  for  alleviation  of  extensive  damages  to  expensive  hotels 
and  other  establishments,  industrial  and  commercial  firms,  offices,  and 
residences.  It  is  also  noted  that  a  major  flood  under  existing  conditions 
would  endanger  human  life. 

ALAMEDA  CREEK,  CALIF. 

(S.  Doc.  128,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Alameda  Creek  rises  in  Santa  Clara  County  and  flows 
generally  westward  to  enter  the  southern  arm  of  San  Francisco  Bay. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
April  15, 1949  and  June  17, 1949. 

E xisting  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Flood  problem.- — The  flood  problem  consists  of  overbank  flooding  in 
the  coastal  plain  area  and  Livermore  Valley,  erosion  and  inundation 
in  Niles  Canyon,  and  inadequate  drainage  in  Livermore  Valley. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  improvements  and 
levees  for  the  coastal  plain  and  Federal  participation  in  the  multiple- 
purpose  Del  Valle  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  be  constructed  by  the  State 
of  California. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Del  VaUe  Reservoir  (Federal  participation  for  flood  control) : 
Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$148, 200 
>  28, 000 

$500 

0 

$148,  700 
28,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total.-.  _ _ 

176, 200 

500 

176, 700 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented  . 

240, 000 

602, 000 
132, 000 
15,000 

Coastal  plain  improvements: 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization  ..- _ 

458, 000 

144,000 
132, 000 
15,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Loss  of  land  productivitv _ 

Total.  _ 

458, 000 

291,000 

749,000 
1, 680, 000 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented _ 

■  Present  worth  of  $776,000  to  be  paid  in  lump  sum  to  State. 
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Project  economics. — 


Del  Valle 

Coastal 

Total 

Reservoir 

I’lain 

1  $4,070,000 
8,300,000 

$10, 610,000 
2, 400, 000 

$14,680,000 
10, 700, 000 

12, 370, 000 

13,010,000 

25,380,000 

>  Consists  of  $3,800,000  cash  contribution  to  the  State  and  $270,000  for  Federal  cost  of  engineering,  design 
supervision,  and  administration. 


Bene'fit-cost  ratio. — Del  Valle  Reservoir,  1.4;  Coastal  Plain  2.2. 

Local  cooperation. —  («)  Coastal  Plain  improvements :  Provide  with¬ 
out  cost  to  the  United  Sttaes  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessaiy  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  relocate  all 
highway  bridges,  and  approaches  thereto,  and  utilities  necessary  for 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  maintain  and  oper¬ 
ate  the  completed  works;  prevent  any  encroachment  on  flood  channels 
and  ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  the  efl'ectiveness  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  flood  control;  and  adjust  all  claims  regarding  water  rights 
which  might  be  afl’ected  by  the  project.  (6)  Del  Valle  Reservoir 
(Federal  participation  for  flood  control)  :  Provided  that  prior  to 
making  any  contribution  an  agreement  be  made  that  operation  of 
project  for  flood  control  will  provide  the  benefits  and  will  be  operated 
in  accordance  with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretaiy 
of  the  Anny,  Federal  monetary  contributions  be  administered  where 
it  does  not  exceed  30.7  percent  of  construction  cost  and  that  the  total 
Federal  contributions  toward  the  cost  of  the  Del  Valle  project  not 
exceed  $4,080,000,  design  and  constiaict  project  subject  to  review  and 
approval  by  Chief  of  Engineers,  prevent  encroachment,  adjust  all 
claims  regarding  water  rights,  and  hold  and  save.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commi.ssion :  Favorable. 

State  of  Calif omia:  The  State  in  commenting  on  the  report 
stated  that  it  could  not  concur  in  the  concept  of  deducting  from 
the  Federal  share  of  the  project  costs,  the  non-Federal  hypo¬ 
thetical  and  relocation  savings  in  the  Coastal  Plain.  After  due 
consideration,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  concluded  that  the  l^enefits 
are  widespread  and  should  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Commen  ts  of  the.  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  Vo  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  channel  improve¬ 
ments  and  Federal  participation  in  the  multiple-piu'pose  Del  Valle 
Reservoir  to  be  constructed  by  the  State  of  California,  are  necessary  for 
flood  control  and  water  supply  purpose.s.  Flood  protection  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  an  extensive  network  of  highw’ays,  roads,  streets,  railroads, 
agricultural  lands,  homes,  and  industrial  properties. 
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CORTE  MADERA  CREEK,  MARIN  COL'NTT,  CAIAF. 


(H.  Doc.  545,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Corte  jMadera  Creek  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of 
about  2t)  square  miles  in  Marin  County,  Calif,  on  the  west  side  of  San 
b  rancisco  Bay. 

Authority. — 1944  Flood  Control  Act. 

Existing  project.— T\\^y&  is  no  existing  Federal  project.  Local  in¬ 
terests  have  constructed  noncontinuous  bank  protection  works  and 
1  hoenix  Lake  Reservoir  on  Ross  Creek  for  water  supply. 

Flood  Floods  in  the  basin  result  from  winter  rains,  and 

aie  of  shoit  dunxtion.  Major  flood  problems  arise  from  inadequate 
channel  capacities  and  unstable  bank  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improver)%ent.—C\\WL\\\A  improvements  on 
Corte  Madera,  San  Anselmo,  Sleepy  Hollow,  Tamalpais,  Unnamed, 
and  r  airfax  Creeks.  Improvements  include  channel  enlargement, 
concrete  lining,  levees  and  debris  removal,  and  provide  for  interior 
drainage  of  protected  areas  and  for  improved  fish  migi’ation  and 
spawning  conditions. 

Estimated  cost  {19G1  price  level) . — 


Federal  _ 

Non-Pederal 


‘$5, 692,  000 
1, 180,  000 


Total 
'  See  note. 


6,  872,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization 

$216, 200 

$57, 800 
26. 200 
5,800 

$274, 000 
26, 200 
5,800 

Maintenance  and  oneration- 

Loss  of  land  productivitv 

Total . 

216, 200 

89,800 

306,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damaRes  nrevented— 

310,000 
60,000 
26, 000 
27,000 

Erosion  damages  prevented 

Saving  in  cost  of  bank  orotection 

Total . . 

423,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

LocaZ  cooperation.  Provide  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
needed,  including  the  modification  of  bridges  and  utilities ;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  due  to  the  works;  maintain 
and  operate  the  project,  including  prevention  of  enroachmente ;  and 
adjust  all  claims  for  water  rights.  Local  interests  have  indicated  will¬ 
ingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 
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Conwients  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— Iso  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  would  recommend  that  authorization  of  the  project  be 
subject  to  a  local  cash  contribution  of  at  least  50  percent  of  that  part 
of  the  project  cost  associated  with  land  enhancement  resulting  from 
creation  of  new  and  usable  land  out  of  tidal  marsh  by  placement  of 
dredged  material. 

Note. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  the  improvement 
as  proposed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineei-s  subject  to  the  additional  re¬ 
quirement  that  local  interests  contribute  in  cash  3%  of  the  Federal 
construction  cost  of  the  Boss  Valley  unit,  an  amount  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $158,000.  With  this  change,  the  net  Federal  cost  for  con¬ 
struction  is  estimated  at  $5,534,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  finds  that  the  proposed  improvement 
would  alleviate  the  flood  problem  arising  from  the  present  inadequate 
channel  capacities.  The  improvement  is  considered  to  be  very  desir¬ 
able.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommendation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that,  in  addition  to  other  items  of  local  cooperation, 
local  interests  be  required  to  contribute  in  cash  3  percent  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  construction  cost  of  the  Ross  Valley  unit,  in  view  of  the  land  en¬ 
hancement  benefits  resulting  from  creation  of  new  and  usable  land 
out  of  tidal  marsh  by  placement  of  dredged  material. 

NEW  MELONES  PROJECT,  STANISLAUS  RIVER,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  45-3,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Stanislaus  River  rises  on  the  western  slope  of  the 
Sierra  Nevada  Mountains  and  enters  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River 
south  of  Stockton,  Calif. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
Aprin2, 1961. 

Existing  froject. — -The  present  Federal  project,  authorized  in  1944 
without  power,  provides  for  storage  of  450,000  acre-feet  initially  and 
1,100,000  acre-feet  ultimately  as  part  of  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River 
and  tributaries  project.  No  construction  work  has  been  done. 

Flood  problem. — The  area  subject  to  flooding  along  the  Stanislaus 
River  extends  from  the  foothill  line  to  the  San  Joaquin  River  and 
contains  about  35,000  acres,  most  of  which  is  highly  cleveloped  crop¬ 
land.  Railroads,  highways,  and  suburban  areas  of  Ripon,  Oakdale, 
and  Riverbank  lie  in  the  flood  plain.  Stanislaus  River  flows  contrib¬ 
ute  to  flooding  of  50,000  acres  along  the  San  Joaquin  River,  60,000 
acres  in  the  upper  delta  and  125,000  acres  in  the  lower  delta,  which 
contain  highly  developed  field  and  truck  croplands,  a  number  of 
public  and  commercial  installations,  several  important  military  fa¬ 
cilities,  suburban  developments,  and  vital  i-ailway,  highway,  and  com¬ 
munications  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  author¬ 
ized  dam  and  reservoir  project  to  provide  for  storage  of  2,400,000 
acre-feet  and  a  powerplant  with  an  installed  capacity  in  the  order 
of  150,000  kilowatts. 
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Esthnated  cost  {frice  level  of  July  1960). — All  federal, 
$113,717,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Aumial  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $4,  468,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  820,  000 

Taxes  foregone -  935,  000 


Total _  6,223,000 

Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented -  1,  030,  000 

Irrigation  -  4, 443, 000 

Power -  3,  993,  000 

Recreation _  350,  000 


Total _  9,  816,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Upon  completion  of  constrnction  the  project 
would  become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  and  be 
operationally  and  financially  integrated  with  it ;  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  jn’oject  would  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior;  the  flood  control  operation  of  the  project  would  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  rules  and  regnlations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army ;  and  provided  that  local  interests  agree  to  maintain  the  exist¬ 
ing  levees  on  the  Stanislaus  River  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San 
Joaquin  River  and  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel  and  flood¬ 
way  between  the  levees  so  as  to  preserve  a  safe  carrying  capacity 
throughout  that  reach  of  at  least  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  make  such  adjustments  in  the  project  plan  as 
he  may  find  to  be  in  the  public  interest  after  consultation  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  State  of  California  and  to  maintain, 
as  necessary,  suitable  channel  conditions  to  preserve  the  present  non¬ 
damaging  capacity  of  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second  from  Goodwin  Dam 
to  the  San  Joaquin  River.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies : 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  need  for  full  develop¬ 
ment  and  maximum  utilization  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Stan¬ 
islaus  River  Basin  as  well  as  the  need  for  an  adequate  degree  of  flood 
protection  on  the  Stanislaus  and  lower  San  Joaquin  Rivers,  warrants 
modification  of  the  New  Melones  project  as  proposed. 


90050—62- 
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FRESNO  RIVER  BASIN,  CALIF.  (HIDDEN  RESERVOIR) 

(S.  Doc.  37,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Fresno  Eiver  is  the  most  southerly  of  the  major  east- 
bank  tributaries  of  San  Joaquin  Eiver  in  Central  Valley,  Calif.  It 
rises  on  the  western  slope  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  and  flows  westerly 
through  the  moimtains  and  foothills  and  thence  across  a  fiat  valley. 
The  river  drains  an  area  about  GO  miles  long  with  average  width  of 
10  miles. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Eesolution  adopted 
June  26, 1958. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
Fresno  Eiver  Basin.  Projects  of  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation  consist 
of  the  existing  Friant  Dam  and  the  existing  Madera  Canal  which 
deliver  irrigation  water  from  the  reservoir  to  the  local  service  areas. 
The  State  of  California  is  constructing  levees  along  the  San  Joaquin 
Eiver  which  will  extend  up  Fresno  Eiver  to  the  Chowchilla  Canal. 

Flood  problems. — The  flood  plain  of  Fresno  Eiver  extends  from  the 
foothill  line  to  San  Joaquin  Eiver,  and  contains  about  145,000  acres, 
including  the  city  of  Madera.  Floods  on  the  stream  result  mainly 
from  rainfall  in  the  season  from  November  through  April,  and  are 
characterized  by  high  peak  flows  and  short  durations.  The  majority 
of  flood  damages  are  crop  losses.  In  addition  there  is  a  need  for  irri¬ 
gation  water  and  development  of  recreation  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  reser¬ 
voir  for  flood  control,  irrigation,  recreation  at  the  Hidden  site  on 
Fresno  Eiver,  about  15  miles  northeast  of  the  city  of  Madera;  supple¬ 
mental  channel  improvements,  together  with  levees  and  appurtenant 
works,  on  Fresno  Eiver  for  about  7  miles  upstream  from  the  Chow¬ 
chilla  Canal. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1959) . — 

Federal - i  338,  OOO 

Non- Federal -  220,000 


Total -  14_  558,  qoo 

1  The  sum  of  $a, 698, 000  wOl  be  reimbursed  to  the  United  States  for  irrigation. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annuai  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$534, ono 
>  80,000 

$11,000 
6, 000 

$545, 000 
86,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ 

614, 000 

17,000 

631,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

615,000 

246,000 

70,000 

Irrigation _ _ 

Recreation _ 

Total... . . . . . . 

931,000 

1  Includes  $17,000  apportioned  to  local  interests  for  irrigation. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — {a)  Hidden  Dam  and  Eeservoir:  (1)  Prior  to 
construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  for  irrigation.  Secretary  of  the 
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Interior  make  necessary  arrangements  for  repayment  of  that  part  of 
the  construction  cost  and  annual  operation  and  maintenance  cost  al¬ 
located  to  irrigation,  presently  estimated  at  $3,698,000  and  $17,000, 
respectively,  such  repayment  to  be  financially  integrated  into  the 
Central  Valley  project  of  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation.  (21  Insofar 
as  compatible  with  law  and  overall  project  requirements,  (a)  After 
authorization,  such  reasonable  modifications  be  made  in  project  facil¬ 
ities  and  operation  as  may  be  found  justified  by  the  Commissioner  of 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  agreed  upon  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers;  and  (i)  The  Chief  of  Engineers  operate  the  dam  and 
reservoir  for  irrigation  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation.  (3)  Local  interests  sponsoring  any 
permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife  and/or  recreation  be  required 
to  settle  all  water  rights  pertaining  to  permanent  pool  for  these 
purposes. 

(b)  Channel  improvements :  ( 1 )  Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  (2)  make  necessary 
relocations  and  alterations  to  existing  improvements;  (3)  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  (4)  maintain  and  operate; 
and  (5)  preserve,  or  restore  and  thereafter  maintain  the  Frenso  Eiver 
Channel  from  the  Hidden  Dam  downstream  to  the  channel  work 
recommended  herein  at  capacities  prevailing  in  1959.  Local  interests 
are  willing  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
makes  several  comments  including  its  recognition  of  the  views 
of  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works  Appropriations 
during  the  fiscal  year  1960  hearings,  that  construction  should  not 
be  initiated  on  six  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  including  the  Hidden  Dam  on  Fresno  Eiver,  until  repay¬ 
ment  contracts  have  been  negotiated.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
has  replied  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  consideration 
was  given  to  this  matter  and  that  his  final  report  so  recommends, 
and  further  that  appropriate  consideration  would  be  given  to  the 
other  views  of  the  Department  during  the  planning  stage  of  the 
project,  if  authorized. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that 
$1,055,000  of  the  investment  in  the  proposed  project  has  been  allocated 
to  recreation  although  the  specific  investment  involved  in  providing 
the  contemplated  recreation  facilities  is  estimated  to  be  only  $140,000. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  states  that  the  President  in  his  Natural 
Eesources  message  to  the  Congress  instructed  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  reevaluate  current  standards  for  appraising  the  feasibility 
of  water  resources  projects.  A  review  of  current  standards  is  now 
underway.  If  the  Fresno  Eiver  Basin  project  is  authorized  by  the 
Congress,  the  Budget  would  expect  that,  prior  to  the  negotiation  of 
irrigation  repayment  arrangements  with  the  water  users  and  a  request 
for  ftmds  to  initiate  construction,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  real¬ 
locate  the  costs  of  the  project  to  the  extent  necessary  to  conform  with 
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the  ('valuation  standards  adopted  by  tlie  administration.  The  Bureau 
of  (he  Budget  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remnrl-^. — The  committee  notes  tliat  tlie  ])roposed  improvements 
will  ])rovide  a  high  degree  of  flood  protection  on  Fresno  Eiver  and 
will  aid  in  preventing  flood  damages  along  the  San  Joaquin  River. 
In  addition,  they  will  provide  a  supplementary  water  supply  for  irri¬ 
gation  and  other  purposes,  as  well  as  significant  recreational  benefits. 
The  plan  is  economically  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local  coop¬ 
eration  are  appropriate. 

CIIOWCHILLA  RIVER  BASIN,  CALIF.  (bUCHANAN  RESERVOIR) 

(S.  Doc.  98,  87th  Cong.) 

Loeatim^. — Chowdiilla  River  is  a  major  east-bank  tributarv'  of  the 
Stin  Joaquin  River  in  central  California.  It  enters  the  San  Joaquin 
River  about  18  miles  west  of  Chowchilla. 

Authority.— Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
rTune  26,  1958. 

PJxisting  jnyiect. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
Chowchilla  River  Basin. 

Flood  proUem. — Floods  on  the  stream  result  chiefly  from  rainfall 
in  the  season  from  November  through  April  and  are  characterized  by 
high  peak  flows  and  short  durations.  Crop  losses  account  for  the 
major  part  of  the  flood  damages.  Flood  flows  of  the  Chowchilla 
River  also  contribute  to  flooding  along  the  San  Joaquin  River. 

Recomme/nded  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  reservoir 
at  the  Buchanan  site  on  Chowchilla  River,  about  16  miles  northeast 
of  the  city  of  Chowchilla,  and  supplemental  channel  improvements, 
together  with  levees  and  appurtenant  works,  on  Ash  Slough  for  about 
5  miles  upstream  from  the  Chowchilla  Canal. 

Fstimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960)  .■ — 

Federal - 1  ^13^  535  qoo 

Non-Federal -  150^  OOo 

Total -  13^  735^  000 

1  The  sum  of  $6,341,000  to  be  reimbursed  b.v  local  Interests  for  Irrigation. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 

$.119, 000 

1 92, 000 

$8, 000 
2.000 

$527,00 

94,000 

Maintenance  and  operations _ 

Total _ 

011,000 

10,000 

621,000 

Amiual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented  . 

579,000 

388,000 

75,000 

Irrigation, _ 

Recreation . . 

Total . . 

1,042,000 

*  Includes  $43,000  apportioned  to  local  interests  for  irrigation. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation.— {^j  Buchanan  Dam  and  Reservoir:  (1)  Prior 
to  construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
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make  necessary  an-aiigements  for  i'ei)aymeiit,  under  the  provisions  of 
reclamation  law,  of  that  part  of  the  construction  cost  and  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  cost  allocated  to  irrigation,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $6,34:1,0()()  and  $43,000,  respectively,  the  final  cost  allocation 
to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior;  such  repayment  to  he  financially  integrated 
into  the  Central  Valley  project  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  (2)  in¬ 
sofar  as  compatible  with  law  and  overall  project  requirements:  a.  Af- 
tPT/iDfhorization,  such  reasonable  modifications  be  made  in  project 
facilities  and  method  of  operation  as  may  be  found  justified  by  the 
Commissioner  of  the  I^.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sei'vice  and  agreed  u}>on 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  b.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  operate 
the  dam  and  I’eservoir  for  irrigation  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  (3)  the  local  interests  spon¬ 
soring  any  permanent  pool  in  the  reservoir  for  fish  and  wildlife  or 
recreation  be  required  to  settle  all  claims  for  water  rights  pertaining 
to  establishment  and  use  of  a  permanent  pool  for  these  purposes. 

(b)  Channel  improvements:  Local  interests,  prior  to  constmction, 
give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they 
will:  (1)  Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project; 
(2)  make  all  necessary  relocations  and  alterations  to  existing  improve¬ 
ments,  including  highway  facilities,  which  may  be  required  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project ;  (3)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (4)  maintain  and  operate  all 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  legulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  (5)  preserve,  or  restore  and  there¬ 
after  maintain,  the  other  channels  of  Chowchilla  River  and  Ash  and 
Berenda  Sloughs  from  Buchanan  Dam  downstream  to  the  Chowchilla 
Canal  at  the  capacities  existing  in  1960.  Local  interests  are  willing 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  no  objection  to  authorization  of  the  project  at  this  time;  but 
believes  that  the  question  of  physical  integration  with  the  Central 
Valley  project  deserves  further  consideration.  In  reply  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  that 
the  report  provides  for  financial  and  functional  integration  with 
the  Central  Valley  project,  that  negotiations  concerning  this  mat¬ 
ter  are  in  process,  and  he  concurs  that  authorization  of  the  Bu¬ 
chanan  project  need  not  be  delayed  pending  these  negotiations. 
Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
will  provide  a  high  degree  of  flood  protection  on  Chowchilla  River 
and  will  aid  in  preventing  flood  damages  along  the  San  Joaquin  River. 
In  addition,  they  will  provide  a  supplementary  water  supply  for  ir¬ 
rigation  and  other  purposes,  as  well  as  significant  recreational  bene¬ 
fits.  The  plan  is  well  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  are  appropriate. 
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MORMON  SLOUGH,  CALAVERAS  RIVER,  CALEF. 

(H.  Doc.  57G,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Calaveras  Elver  drains  a  Sierra  Nevada  and  valley  floor 
area  of  590  square  miles  upstream  from  Stockton,  into  the  San  Joaquin 
Eiver  of  the  Central  Valley  of  California.  Mormon  Slough  is  the 
principal  distributary  chaimel  of  lovper  Calaveras  Eiver. 

Authority .--R%so\vition  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Eepresentatives  adopted  July  23, 1956. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  works  consists  of  the  New 
Hogan  Dam  and  Eeservoir  on  Calaveras  Eiver  near  the  foothill  line 
being  constructed  for  flood  control,  conservation,  and  other  purposes, 
and  the  Stockton  and  Mormon  Channels  project  (diverting  canal), 
which  is  a  navigation  project  and  consists  of  enlargement  of  the  lower 
5  miles  of  Calaveras  Eiver,  construction  of  the  diverting  canal  and 
construction  of  a  levee  along  the  left  bank  of  the  diverting  canal.  The 
Bureau  of  Eeclamation  has  proposed  construction  of  a  canal  which 
would  cross  the  area  downstream  from  Bellota.  Local  interests  have 
constructed  Hogan  Dam,  wliich  will  be  replaced  by  New  Hogan  Dam, 
and  various  levees  and  irrigation  structures  along  the  streams,  includ¬ 
ing  irrigation  control  of  flow  structures  at  Bellota. 

Flood  problem. — Although  New  Hogan  Dam  will  control  flood  run¬ 
off  from  much  of  the  basin,  runotf  originating  below  the  dam  can 
exceed  the  downstream  capacities  and  cause  large  damages  to  agricul¬ 
tural  and  suburban  areas  and  in  the  city  of  Stockton. 

Recommended  plan  of  hnprovement. — The  plan  consists  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  38.5  miles  of  channels  downstream  from  Bellota.  The  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  consists  of  12.5  miles  of  enlargement  (by  excavation 
and  levee  construction),  of  the  diverting  canal  and  part  of  Mormon 
Slough  and  26  miles  of  intermittent  channel  enlargement  and  channel, 
clearing  along  Calaveras  Eiver  and  Mormon  Slough.  Provision  is 
also  made  for  6,000  lineal  feet  of  bank  protection,  and  for  modification 
and  alteration  of  railroad  and  highway  bridges. 

Estiraated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal -  $1,960,000 

Non-Federal -  1,  500,  000 


Total  -  3,460,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$72,000 

0 

$78,000 

30,000 

$150,000 

30,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

72,000 

108,000 

Annual  benefits:  Damaffes  prevented. .  . .  . 

265,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation.-— {a)  Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way,  including  spoil  disposal  areas,  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  works;  (b)  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of  roads. 
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streets,  buildings,  pipelines,  utilities  bridges,  and  other  structures 
(except  railroad  facilities)  made  necessary  by  the  construction  work; 
(g)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  (d)  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion,  including  the  lower  Calaveras  River,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  and  (e)  Pre¬ 
scribe  and  enforce  regulations  designed  to  prevent  encroachment  of 
any  type  that  would  impair  the  flood  control  ellectiveness  of  the 
work. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  project  would  provide  for  channel  en¬ 
largement,  by  excavation  and  levee  construction,  add  for  channel 
clearing  and  other  work  to  control  runoff  originating  below  New 
Hogan  Dam.  This  uncontrolled  runoff  now  causes  large  damages  to 
agricultural  and  suburban  areas  and  in  the  city  of  Stockton.  Meas¬ 
ures  to  alleviate  these  damages  are  warranted. 

RUSSIAN  RIVER,  CALIF.,  DRY  CREEK  BASIN 
(H.  Doc.  547,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Russian  River  Basin  is  located  in  Mendocino  and 
Sonoma  Counties  in  the  central  part  of  California  near  the  Pacific 
coast.  Russian  River  rises  in  the  coastal  range  about  130  miles  north 
of  San  Francisco  and  flows  southerly  and  westerly  to  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  . 

Authority. — This  report  is  in  partial  response  to  House  Public 
Works  Committee  resolution  adopted  July  1,  1958  with  reference  to 
problems  on  Dry  Creek,  Big  Sulphur  Creek,  Mark  West  Creek,  and 
other  creeks  in  Russian  River  reports. 

Existing  projects. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  Coy¬ 
ote  Valley  Dam  forming  Lake  Mendocino  and  channel  stabilization 
works  along  the  Russian  River. 

Flood  problem. — Severe  winter  storms  in  the  Russian  River  Basin 
cause  frequent  flooding  of  agricultural  and  urban  areas.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  flood  problem,  there  is  an  increasing  need  for  adequate 
supplies  of  water  for  agricultural,  municipal,  and  industrial  uses. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — The  plan  of  improvement 
for  Dry  Creek  provides  for  construction  of  a  dam  at  the  Warm  Springs 
site,  and  channel  improvements  downstream,  for  flood  control,  water 
supply  and  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 

Federal  _ $42,400,000 

Non-Federal  _  20,  000 


Total 


42,  420,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  cliargos: 

Interest  and  amortization  . .  . 

.m.  169. 000 
207. 000 

$591,000 
62, 000 

$1,760,000 
269, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

1.376, 000 

653, 000 

2. 029.000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _  ..  . 

655, 000 
204, 000 
850, 000 
855, 000 

Increased  land  use . 

Water  conservation _ _ _ _ 

Recreation . 

Total- _ _ 

2,  564, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  coopemtion. — Local  interests  will  be  required  to  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damage;  maintain  and  operate  the  chan¬ 
nel  improvement;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel  improvement; 
adjust  all  claims  for  water  rights;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and 
rights-of-Avay ;  make  all  utility  and  highway  bridge  modifications 
for  the  channel  work  and  reimburse  the  United  States  for  costs  al¬ 
located  to  water  supply,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act 
of  1958,  presently  estimated  at  $11,730,000  for  construction  and 
$50,000  for  maiiitenance.  Sonoma  County  Flood  Control  and  Water 
Conservation  District  would  assume  requirements  of  local  coopera- 

C omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Xo  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— So  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  project,  it  would  be  reevaluated  in  the  light  of  the 
administration’s  standards  and  policies,  pertaining  to  recreation,  an- 
plicable  at  that  time.  ^ 

Remarks.  The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  channel  improve- 
ments  and  the  multiple-purpose  reservoir  are  necessary  and  justified 
for  flood  control,  recreation,  and  water  conservation  purposes.  Flood 
protection  will  be  provided  to  extensive  agricultural  and  urban  areas. 
Additional  water  supplies  will  be  needed  for  agricultural,  municipal, 

and  industrial  uses,  both  locally  and  statewide. 

REDWOOD  CREEK,  HUMBOLDT  COUNTT,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  497,  87th  Cong.) 

Eedwood  Creek  is  on  the  western  slopes  of  the  Coast 
Kange  IMountains  in  northwestern  California.  The  stream  drains 
about  283  square  miles  and  enters  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  50  miles 
south  ot  the  Oregon  boundary. 

Authority.— Flood  Control  Act. 
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Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  or  effective  local  flood- 
protection  projects,  or  related  water-control  projects,  on  Redwood 
Creek. 

Flood  problem. — ^The  runoff’  from  winter  rainstorms  causes  fre¬ 
quent  flooding  along  the  lower  4  miles  of  the  stream,  including  the 
community  of  Orick  which  was  severely  damaged  in  January  1953. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — The  improvements  consist  of 
an  improved  channel,  levees,  and  revetment  along  the  lower  4  miles 
of  the  stream. 

Estimated  cost  {July  1960  price  level) . — 

Federal  _ $2,580,000 

Non-Federal  _  270,  000 

Total _  2,  850,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$95,  noo 

$13,000 
19, 500 
1,500 

$108, 000 
19, 500 
1,500 

95, 000 

34,000 

129, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

222, 000 
6,000 

Total  _ 

228, 000 

Benefiit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
needed  for  the  project,  including  relocation  and  alteration  of  utilities; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  works; 
maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works;  and  prevent  encroachment 
on  the  flood  channels  and  ponding  area,  or  provide  substitute  storage 
capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Commxnts  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture  :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  F avorable. 

Cominents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  channel  improve¬ 
ments,  levees,  and  revetment  are  necessary,  and  will  provide  a  high 
degree  of  flood  protection  to  urban  and  rural  developments.  The 
improvements  are  justified,  and  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
are  appropriate. 
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ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN,  OREGON  AND  CALIFORNIA 


(H.  Doc.  566,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Rogue  River  Basin  is  located  in  southwestern  Oregon 
and  northern  California  with  Oregon  containing  about  97  percent  of 
the  basin  area. 

Authority. — Public  Law  183  approved  July  1, 1935,  and  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Acts  of  1936  and  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  Corps  has  provided  7  minor  local  protection 
woi-ks  under  emergency  and  continuing  authorities  at  total  cost  of 
$316,000.  Navigation  project  now  under  construction  at  mouth  of 
river  will  provide  13-foot  project  and  cost  $3.5  million.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  has  constructed  16,000  killowatt  powerplant  on  tributary. 
Local  interests  have  irrigation  facilities  for  about  72,000  acres.  Of 
9  organized  districts  serving  42,000  acres,  3  have  storage  facilities. 
There  is  a  small  reservoir  for  water  supply  and  8  private  hydroelectric 
plants  with  a  total  capacity  of  about  56,000  kilowatts. 

Flood  prohlem.—YXoo^.  damages  occur  in  the  Rogue  River  Basin 
in  a  number  of  discontinuous  areas  along  the  main  stream  and  its 
principal  tributaries.  The  most  recent  major  flood  occurred  in  1955 
and  inundated  more  than  13,000  acres  of  land. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Three  multiple-purpose  reser¬ 
voirs.  A  rock  and  gravel  embankment  dam  at  Lost  Creek  site,  360 
feet  high  with  usable  storage  capacity  of  315,000  acre-feet.  A  rock 
and  gravel  embankment  dam  at  Elk  Creek  site,  235  feet  high  with 
usable  storage  capacity  of  95,000  acre- feet.  An  earth  and  gravel  em¬ 
bankment  dam  at  the  Applegate  River  site,  230  feet  high  with  usable 
storage  capacity  of  65,000  acre-feet. 

Estimated  cost. — (all  Federal,  July  1961  price  level) . — 

Lost  Creek  Dam -  $74,  500,  000 

Elk  Creek  Dam -  I7,  500,  000 

Applegate  Dam -  14^  700,  000 


Total - 1 106,  700,  000 

1  Of  this  amount,  $5,977,000  and  $16,5192,000  will  be  repaid  by  local  Interests  for  water 
supply  and  irrigation,  respectively* 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  &  amortization _ ^3  494  ooq 

Oi^eration,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  ’  802^  400 

Taxes  foregone  and  economic  costs _  78,’  800 


Total _ 

Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _ 

Irrigation _ 

Water  Supply _ 

Fish  and  wildlife. 

Power _ 

Recreation _ 


4,  072,  200 


1,  360,  000 
925,  000 
322,  700 
1, 130,  200 
1,  881,  700 
528,  000 


xotai -  147^  ggg 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

_  Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  they  will  agree  to  re¬ 
imburse  the  United  States  for  first  costs  and  annual  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial 
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water  supply  storage,  presently  estimated  at  $5,977,000  and  $24,900, 
respectively;  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  make  necessary  arrange¬ 
ments  for  repayment  of  that  part  of  the  constimction  cost  and  annual 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  irrigation, 
presently  estimated  at  $13,007,000  and  $66,500,  respectively,  for  the 
Lost  Creek-Elk  Creek  Keservoirs  and  $3,585,000  and  $9,900,  respec¬ 
tively,  for  the  Applegate  Keservoir;  and  the  State  of  Oregon  take 
necessary  action  to  insure  maintenance,  in  the  streams,  of  flows  to  be 
released  for  benefit  of  the  fishery.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  cooperate. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  In  commenting  on  the  report  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  indicated  that  the  recommendations  and 
authorizing  legislation  should  include  language  indicating  that 
no  construction  be  undertaken  until  the  Department  of  Interior 
has  on  hand  signed  contracts  for  repayment  of  the  cost  of  irriga¬ 
tion.  In  reply,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  that  the  report 
has  been  revised  to  provide  that  prior  to  construction  local  in¬ 
terests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  they  will  make  necessary  arrangements  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  for  repayment  of  irrigation  costs  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  reclamation  law.  In  order  that  urgently  needed  flood 
control  and  other  services  may  be  provided  under  this  arrange¬ 
ment  without  either  undue  delay  should  these  projects  be  author¬ 
ized,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  consult  with  and  obtain  the 
concurrence  of  the  Department  of  Interior  on  a  satisfactory  basis 
for  proceeding  with  project  construction  considering,  among  other 
factors,  the  acceptance  of  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
comments  that  while  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  would  recommend 
that  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress  the  terms  of  authorization 
permit  later  determination  of  the  appropriate  agency  to  assume  operat¬ 
ing  responsibility  for  the  recommended  projects.  After  careful  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  matter  of  operational  responsibility,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  concurs  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  recommends  authorization  of  the  proposed  reservoirs  for 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  comprehensive 
development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Rogue  River  Basin  for 
flood  control,  irrigation,  water  supply,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement, 
recreation,  and  power.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  improvements  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  serve  these  purposes.  The  committee  considers 
it  desirable  that  the  authorizing  legislation  clearly  indicate  that  the 
project  is  to  be  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  accomplish  the 
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benefits  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  and  appendixes,  and 
tliat  in  the  years  of  short  water  supply  all  users  will  share  the  avail¬ 
able  water  in  the  same  proportions  tliat  they  would  share  the  total  full 
supply  when  it  is  available,  and  that  no  further  water-use  allocations 
will  be  made  from  the  authorized  storage  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum 
lK)ssible  benefits  to  authorized  uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity 
when  storage  shortages  occur. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  WASHINGTON,  OREGON,  IDAHO,  MON¬ 
TANA,  WYOMING,  NEVADA,  AND  UTAH 

(II.  Doc.  40.3,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Columbia  River  Basin  is  located  in  the  Northwest 
])ortion  of  continental  Ihiited  States  and  includes  most  of  the  States  of 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho,  western  Montana  and  small  areas  in 
IV  yoming,  Nevada,  and  Utah.  The  basin  also  includes  the  south- 
easteni  clrainage  of  the  Province  of  British  Columbia,  Canada. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  "Works, 
adopted  July  28, 1955  and  other  resolutions. 

Existing  project. — A  total  of  IOI/2  million  acre- feet  of  storage,  suffi¬ 
cient  to  control  major  floods  to  1,030,000  cubic  feet  per  second  is  pres¬ 
ently  available  at  Federal  and  non-Federal  projects  existing  or  under 
construction.  A  navigable  channel  9  feet  deep  and  250  feet  wide  is 
authorized  on  the  main  stem  to  the  head  of  McNary  pool  (mile  352) 
and  on  Snake  River  to  mile  10.0.  Existing,  under  construction,  and 
authorized  Federal  projects  have  an  aggregate  installed  hydro-electric 
capacity  of  9,400,000  kilowatts. 

Flood  problem. — Tlie  area  of  major  flood  damage  lies  along  the 
140-mile  reach  of  Columbia  River  below  Bonneville  Dam.  About 
60  percent  of  the  flood  plain  is  protected  to  some  degree  by  levees  or 
other  protective  works  but  almost  none  of  these  improvements  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  protection  against  larger  floods.  Without  levees  or 
storage,  the  average  annual  flood  damages  along  the  lower  Columbia 
River  would  be  $38,300,000.  Existing  levees  reduce  this  by  $13,600,- 
000  annually  and  authorized  levee  improvements  when  completed 
would  further  reduce  this  damage  by  $700,000  leaving  a  residual 
damage  of  $24  million  which  is  subject  to  only  limited  reduction  by 
existing  storage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  the  construction  of  12  projects,  including  dams,  reser¬ 
voirs^  and  related  works,  capable  of  effecting,  in  combination  with 
existing  and  reasonable  assured  storage  in  the  United  States  and 
Canadian  portions  of  the  basin,  control  of  the  1894  flood  to  600,000 
cubic  feet  per  second.  These  recommended  projects  would  provide 
substantial  hydroelectric  power,  navigation,  recreation,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  as  well  as  other  benefits.  The  reporting  officers  also  recommend 
that  the  depth  and  width  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the  Columbia- 
Snake  barge  navigation  project  be  established  as  14  and  250  feet, 
respectively,  at  minimum  regulated  flow. 
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Estimated  costs  {1957  frice  levels) . — 


Project 

Location 

Construction 
cost  ‘ 

Annual  oper¬ 
ation  and 
maintenance 

Flathead  Lake  Outlet  Improvement  2_ 

Flathead  River,  Mont _ 

$6, 142,000 

$13, 000 

Knowles  2 _ _ 

_ do _  _  ... 

234, 910, 000 

3  198, 083, 000 
62, 220, 000 
<  83,340,000 
210,036,000 

725, 000 
3  2,230,000 
704, 000 
832,000 
758, 000 

High  Mountain  Sheep  2 _ 

Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Oreg...  . 

China  Gardens _ _ 

_ do. . .  - _ ... 

Asotin..  _ 

_ do  ...  _ 

Penny  Cliffs  2 _ _ _ 

Middle  Fork,  Clearwater  River, 

Bruces  Eddy _ _ _ 

Idaho. 

North  Fork,  Clearwater  River, 

3  127, 166, 000 

650, 000 

Garden  Valley  Division  28 _ 

Idaho. 

Payette  River,  Idaho _ _  . 

146, 100, 000 
6, 685, 000 

1, 1,50, 000 
32, 400 

Strube  reregulating  reservoir,.  _ _ 

South  Fork,  McKenzie  River, 

Gate  Creek _ 

Oreg. 

15,920,000 
140, 000 

91, 200 
0 

Fern  Ridge  (modification  of  existing 

Long  Tom  River,  Oreg . . 

project). 

Cascadia _ 

28, 270, 000 

1,119,012, 000 

109, 000 

7, 294, 600 

Total _ _ _ 

1  Exclusive  of  costs  of  preauthorization  studies. 

2  See  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

3  Estimates  based  on  pool  elevation  of  1,510  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  and  the  construction  of  an  arch 
dam  rather  than  a  concrete  gravity  dam,  which  was  estimated  to  cost  $241,782,000  in  the  report  of  the  Board 
of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors. 

*  For  power  only,  but  with  provisions  for  future  navigation  lock. 

3  Planning  studies,  incomplete  at  this  time,  indicate  a  concrete  gravity  dam  of  somewhat  higher  elevation 
than  assumed  in  the  division  engineer’s  report,  will  be  found  economically  justified. 

8  As  planned  and  proposed  by  Bureau  of  Reclamation  with  50-year  period  of  analysis. 


Project  economics  {icith  Canadian  storage  and  50-year  life) 


Project 

Annual  benefits  (thousands) 

Annual  charges  (thousands) 

Benefit- 

cost 

ratio 

Flood 

control 

Power 

Other 

Total 

Interest 

and 

amor¬ 

tization 

Opera¬ 

tion, 

mainte¬ 

nance 

and 

repair 

Other  > 

Total 

Flathead  Lake  outlet  im¬ 
provements _ 

$147. 0 
447.0 
239.0 

$114 
11,211 
27,  454 
5,802 
9,599 
9, 976 
7,646 
9, 236 
674 
11 

$261. 0 
11,716.0 
27,  709. 0 
5,  815 
9, 631.0 
11, 169. 0 
8,  751. 0 
9, 345. 0 
674.0 
887.0 
13.8 
1, 533.  0 

$223 
9,116 
7, 510 
2,317 
3, 085 
7,872 
4,  769 
5,409 
441 
686 
5 

1,051 

$13 
725 
2, 230 
704 
832 
758 
650 
1, 150 
41 
91 

$236 
10, 821 
12, 140 

3,  528 

4,  756 
9, 502 
6,087 
6,559 

583 

678 

5 

1, 172 

1. 11 
1,08 
2,28 
1.65 
2.03 
1. 18 
1.44 
1.43 
1.11 
1.31 
2.76 
1.31 

Knowles..  _  _ 

High  Mountain  Sheep _ 

China  Garden _ 

$58 

16 

13 

32 

282 

553 

-34 

3  161 

,$980 

2,400 

607 

839 

872 

668 

101 

1 

Asotin  (without  lock) _ 

Penny  Cliffs _ 

Bruces  Eddy _ 

Garden  Valley  division.  _ 

Strube  reregulating  reservior2. 

Gate  Creek _ 

Fftrn  Ridgft 

911.0 

552.0 

143.0 

715.0 
13.8 
1, 084. 0 

Cascadia _ 

4 

3  445 

109 

12 

1  Includes  taxes,  production  and  harvesting  costs  on  national  forest  land,  and  others. 

2  Benefits  and  charges  are  incremental  amounts  associated  with  Strube  and  peaking  installation  at  Cougar 
compared  to  initial  high  load  factor  installation  at  Cougar.  For  Strube  only,  the  annual  costs  are:  Interest 
and  amortization,  $242,000;  operation,  maintenance  and  repair,  $32,000;  and  other,  $26,000. 

3  Includes  $122,500  irrigation  benefits  and  $26,900  pollution  abatement  benefits. 

3  Includes  $313,400  irrigation  benefits  and  $69,800  pollution  abatement  benefits. 


Local  cooperation. — No  local  cooperation  is  required. 

Comiiaents  of  States  and  agencies. — Comments  of  States  and  agencies 
were  asked  for  in  January  1960  on  the  Division  report  of  June  1958, 
the  River  and  Harbor  Board  report  of  June  5,  1959  and  the  draft  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  report-  of  Januaiy  1960,  all  of  which  reflected 
conditions  prior  to  the  Canadian  treaty.  Following  U.S.  ratification 


302  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

of  the  Canadian  treaty  on  March  16,  1961,  the  report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  was  redrafted  to  reflect  features  of  the  treaty  and  resub¬ 
mitted,  by  letter  dated  March  31,  1961,  to  States  and  agencies  for 
comment.  The  comments  of  States  and  agencies  “before  treaty”  and 
“after  treaty”  are  summarized  below. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  {a)  Before  treaty:  No  comment; 
(b)  after  treaty:  Generally  favorable.  Expressed  the  view  that 
only  8  of  the  12  projects  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
with  an  estimated  total  Federal  cost  of  $558.6  million,  should 
he  authorized  at  this  time,  and  that  one  of  these  projects 
(Knowles)  sliould  be  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation. 
Also  expressed  view  that  authorization  of  four  projects  (Flathead 
Lake  outlet  improvement.  Penny  Cliffs,  High  Mountain  Sheep, 
and  Garden  Valley)  should  be  deferred  pending  the  results  of 
detailed  fish  and  wildlife  studies  by  Interior  and  further  engi¬ 
neering  and  economic  studies  by  Interior  and  Army  and  that,  at 
appropriate  times,  Flathead  Lake  outlet  improvements  and  Penny 
Clift's  be  recommended  for  construction  by  the  corps  and  High 
Mountain  Sheep  and  Garden  Valley  Division  be  recommended 
for  construction  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  {a)  Before  treaty:  Generally 
favorable  and  noted  that  the  effects  of  the  proposed  projects  on 
forest  management  had  been  carefully  appraised  and  assessed 
in  realistic  terms;  (&)  after  treaty:  Generally  favorable.  Ex¬ 
pressed  the  view  that  Xez  Perce  and/or  Lower  Canyon  should 
not  be  constructed  until  acceptable  fish  passage  facilities  could 
be  incorporated  into  the  structures. 

Department  of  Commerce:  {a)  Before  treaty:  Noted  that 
report  lacked  detailed  assessment  of  effects  of  development  on 
highway  transportation  costs  and  estimates  of  present  and  future 
regulated  stream  flows.  Pointed  out  the  adverse  effects  of  the 
Lower  Canyon  project  on  transportation  facilities  in  Salmon 
River  Basin;  (b)  after  treaty:  Cited  previous  comments  and 
noted  their  continued  applicability. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  {a)  Before 
treaty:  Noted  the  effects  of  proposed  developments  on  oxygen 
levels  of  stream  flow,  pollution  control  efforts  and  minimum  flow 
requiremenfs  to  preserve  or  improve  present  w'ater  qualities; 
(b)  after  treaty:  Expressed  the  view  that  the  revised  report 
contained  no  changes  that  would  alter  the  Department’s  previous 
comments. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  {a)  Before  treaty:  Concurred 
generally  with  the  plan  of  development.  Cited  license  applica¬ 
tions  before  FPC  for  development  of  Middle  Snake  River  and, 
therefore,  refrained  from  comments  on  projects  in  that  part  of 
the  basin.  Expressed  the  view  that  development  in  the  basin 
should  proceed  generally  in  accord  with  the  plan  with  construction 
by  Federal  or  non-Federal  interests  as  appropriate;  {b)  after 
treaty :  Generally  reiterated  previous  comments. 

Atomic  Ener^  Commission:  {a)  Before  treaty:  Called  atten¬ 
tion  to  Commission’s  views  on  Ben  Franklin  project  and  proposed 
navigable  channel  up  the  Columbia  beyond  Pasco  as  expressed 
during  the  study  stage  and  included  in  appendix  B  of  the  report. 
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Those  views  remain  unchanged ;  (b)  after  treaty :  Expressed 
the  view  that  enactment  of  the  plan  would  have  no  measurable 
impact  of  operational  significance  on  fissionable  materials  pro¬ 
duction  operations.  Noted  AEG  request  for  congressional  author¬ 
ity  to  provide  addition  of  power  generation  facilities  to  the  Han¬ 
ford  NPE  reactor. 

International  Joint  Commission:  (a)  Before  treaty:  Noted 
the  relation  of  the  proposed  plan  to  plans  proposed  by  the  Inter¬ 
national  Columbia  River  Engineering  Board  for  the  Canadian 
portion  of  the  basin.  Concurred  generally  in  the  cnclusions  and 
recommendations  of  the  report;  (6)  after  treaty:  Found  the 
revised  report  to  be  consistent  with  the  views  of  the  U.S.  section 
of  the  Commission  insofar  as  it  is  related  to  cooperative  develop¬ 
ment  of  storage  between  United  States  and  Canada. 

State  of  Washington:  (a)  Befoi’e  treaty:  Expressed  the  view 
that  overall  scope  of  report  fell  short  of  meeting  the  needs  for 
full  development  of  the  resources  of  the  basin.  Requested  favor¬ 
able  recommendation  for  extension  of  navigation  to  the  foot  of 
Rock  Island  Dam  and  for  navigation  facilities  (lock)  in  Asotin 
Dam ;  ( 6 )  After  treaty :  F avorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  (a)  Before  treaty:  Concurred  generally  but 
requested  extension  of  navigation  to  the  foot  of  Rock  Island  Dam 
and  the  provision  of  navigation  facilities  in  Asotin  Dam;  (b) 
After  treaty:  Concurred  generally  and  expressed  view  that  re¬ 
search  in  fisheries  problems  would  take  at  least  12  to  15  years  with 
ample  funding. 

State  of  Idaho:  (a)  Before  treaty:  Generally  supported  corps’ 
recommendations  but  did  not  approve  of  the  Penny  Cliffs  project 
and  would  like  to  see  the  Garden  Valley  project  deferred.  Urged 
favorable  recommendation  for  extension  of  navigation  to  Rock 
Island  Dam  and  to  Lime  Point,  Idaho,  with  necessary  facilities 
at  Asotin  Dam.  Also  urged  study  of  and  provision  for  fish 
passing  facilities;  (b)  After  treaty:  Generally  favorable  and 
urged  consideration  of  Salmon  River  diversion  above  High  Moun¬ 
tain  Sheep  project. 

State  of  Montana :  ( a)  Before  treaty :  Expressed  dissatisfaction 
with  the  handling  of  irrigation  water  needs,  particularly,  the 
needs  after  year  2010.  Requested  that  State  policies  with  regard 
to  reservation  of  water  for  intrastate  consumption,  reservation 
of  power  generated  in  Montana,  reservation  of  portion  of  down¬ 
stream  power  creditable  to  Montana  storage  and  compensation 
from  power  revenues  for  lost  taxes  be  incorporated  in  authorizing 
legislation.  Ob j ected  to  the  El athead  Lake  outlet.  Long  Meadows, 
Paradise,  Knowles  and  Nine  Mile  Prairie  projects  because  of  their 
effects  on  fish  and  wildlife;  (b)  After  treaty :  Noted  the  effects  of 
the  treaty  on  the  plan. 

State  of  Wyoming:  (a)  Before  treaty:  Offered  no  objections 
to  the  report;  (b)  After  treaty:  No  objections  to  the  report. 
Agreed  with  the  recommendation  for  further  study  of  effects  of 
some  projects  on  migratory  fish.  _  _ 

State  of  Nevada :  (a)  Before  treaty :  No  objection  to  transmittal 
of  report  to  Congress ;  (b)  After  treaty :  No  objections. 
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State  of  Utah:  (a)  Before  treaty:  Expressed  view  that  com- 
ineiits  should  come  from  States  and  areas  most  directly  atfected; 
( d )  After  treaty :  No  comment. 

CommsntH  of  the  Ihivecm  of  the  Budget. — Referred  to  comments  by 
(lie  Department  of  Interior.  Noted  that  those  views  were  consistent 
with  jiertinent  provisions  of  the  Army-Interior  agreement  of  March 
14,  19()2.  Concurred  generally  with  Interior’s  comments.  Otl'ered  no 
olijections  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress  jirovided  the  letter 
of  transmittal  jiroposed  such  departures  from  the  recommendations 
in  the  report  as  found  necessary  to  implement  the  pertinent  provisions 
of  the  Army-Interior  agreement. 

RemarkK. — The  committee  recognizes  the  importance  of  continued 
and  timely  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Columbia  and 
proposes  authorization  of  the  following  projects  for  further  Federal 
developments  consistent  with  provisions  of  the  Interior-Army  agree¬ 
ment  of  March  16,  1962:  Knowles  Dam  (for  construction  by  Bureau 
of  Reclamation),  China  Gardens  Dam,  Asotin  Dam,  Bruces  Eddy 
Dam,  Strube  reregulating  dam.  Gate  Creek  dam.  Fern  Ridge  Dam 
modification,  and  Cascadia  Dam. 

The  committee  has  recommended  the  several  projects  on  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  Basin  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  403.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  would 
lie  appropriate  that  the  Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead  River, 
Mont.,  be  constructed,  operated,  and  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

BURNS  CREEK  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  SNAKE  RIimR,  IDAHO 
(S.  Doc.  130,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Snake  River  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River.  The  portion  of  the  Snake  River  of  interest'  in  this  report  is 
the  5,750  square  mile  drainage  area  above  Ileise,  Idaho,  in  southeast¬ 
ern  Idaho  and  western  "Wyoming. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  "Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  19, 1954. 

Existing  -project. — The  principal  water-resource  developments  in 
this  section  of  the  basin  are  Jackson  Lake  in  lYyoming,  with  850,000 
acre-feet  of  storage  for  irrigation,  and  Palisade's  Reservoir  in  Idaho, 
with  1,401,600  acre-feet  for  irrigation,  power,  and  recreation.  The 
partial  flood  protection  provided  by  these  storage  reservoirs  is  aug¬ 
mented  in  the  reach  between  Heise  and  Roberts  by  levees  and  channel 
improvements  to  provide  a  safe  channel  carrying  capacity  of  about 
20,000  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Flood  prohlem. — Floods  frequently  experienced  along  the  Snake 
River  from  Heise  to  American  Falls  affect  about  300  acres  of  resi¬ 
dential  and  commercial  developments  in  Roberts  and  Idaho  Falls  and 
90,000  acres  of  land  devoted  to  irrigated  row  crops  and  hay.  With 
control  from  existing  storage  reservoirs  and  levee  protection,  the  re¬ 
maining  average  annual  damages  under  1962  conditions  are  about 
$300,000. 
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Recommended  plan  of  inipro'cement. — Improvement  of  Snake 
Kiver,  Idaho,  by  the  Bureau  of  Keclamation,  as  a  part  of  the  Pali¬ 
sades  project  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  laws,  hy  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  a  dam  and 
reservoir  for  irrigation,  power,  flood  control,  recreation,  and  the  pres¬ 
ervation  and  propagation  of  lisli  and  wildlife  resources,  at  the  Burns 
Creek  site  with  a  storage  capacity  of  about  234,000  acre- feet,  and  a 
powerplant  of  alxuit  90,000  kilowatts. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1902). — All  Federal,  $52 
million. 

Project  economics. — 


Animal  charges  (Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $1,  553,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  233,  000 


Total  -  1, 786, 000 


Annual  benetits : 

Damages  prevented _  120,  000 

Irrigation  -  43, 000 

Power -  2,  .7.56,  000 

Recreation -  231,  000 


Total _  2,9.50,000 


Benefi.t-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperaticm,. — None  required. 

0 oniments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho :  Favorable. 

State  of  Wyoming :  Opposes  the  project. 

State  of  FTtah  :  Opposes  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  the  adverse  comments  of  the  Governors  of  Utah  and  Wyoming 
and  suggests  that  they  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  Congress  and 
that  the  Congress  be  reminded  that  the  President  recommended  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  project  in  his  conservation  message  Februaiy  1962. 
The  Bureau  also  advises  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of 
the  report  to  Congress  and  recommends  authorization  of  the  project. 

Renmrks.- — The  committee  recognizes  that  dependable  flood  pro¬ 
tection,  economic  power  supply,  and  ample  stored  water  are  primaiy 
requisites  for  development  of  the  Upper  Snake  Elver  Basin.  In¬ 
creased  recreational  facilities  also  are  needed  to  serve  existing  and 
anticipated  residents  and  vacationists.  Eeregulation  to  be  provided 
by  the  Burns  Creek  project  will  permit  more  efficient  operation  of 
the  Palisades  project.  Construction  of  this  project  is  considered  to 
be  higlily  desirable.  The  project  would  be  designed,  constructed,  and 
operated  by  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation. 
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RIRIE  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  WILLOW  CREEK,  IDAHO 
(H.  Doc.  562,  87th  Cong.) 

Locations. — Willow  Creek  drains  a  700-square  mile  area  tributary 
to  Snake  River  in  southeastern  Idaho.  Willow  Creek  enters  Snake 
River  at  Idaho  Falls.  Snake  River  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the 
Columbia  River. 

Authority, — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  4,  1952  and  March  19,  1954,  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  resolution  adopted  June  2, 1953. 

Existing  proiect. — There  are  no  Federal  flood  control  projects  in 
the  Willow  Creek  Basin.  Local  people  have  constructed  various  im- 
gation  canals  and  diversions. 

Flood  prohlem. — As  the  stream  enters  the  relatively  flat  Snake 
River  plain,  about  10  miles  above  Idaho  Falls,  the  stream  divides  into 
numerous  channels  which  have  capacity  to  carry  only  minor  flows. 
Flooding  occurs  principally  from  melting  of  the  winter  snowpack, 
however,  rain  floods  can  occur  as  evidenced  by  the  February  1962  flood. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  of  a  dam  and  reservoir,  with  a  storage  capacity  of  about 
135,  000  acre-feet,  on  Willow  Creek  about  15  miles  east  of  Idaho  Falls, 
for  flood  control,  irrigation,  municipal  water  supply  and  recreation, 
and  channel  improvements  along  lower  Willow  Creek.  Operation  and 
maintenance  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1962). — All  Federal, 
$7,027,000.1 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  ( all  Federal )  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $206,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  41,  000 


Total -  247,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  200,  000 

Irrigation  -  12.5,000 

Water  supply - - -  90,  000 

Recreation -  80,000 


Total -  495,  ooo 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 


Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  agree  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in  accordance  with 
the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  such  costs  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $700,000  for  construction  and  $4,000  annually  for  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement;  obtain  the  water  rights  needed  for 
storage  and  use  of  the  water  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  for  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  of  the  project;  and  make  necessary  arrangements  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  repayment,  under  the  provisions  of 
reclamation  law,  of  the  construction  cost  and  annual  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  irrigation,  presently 
estimated  at  $960,000  and  $5,000,  respectively. 

^  $960,000  allocated  to  Irrigation,  and  $700,000  allocated  to  water  supply  to  be 

repaid  by  local  water  users. 
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Comvients  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  finds  that  additional  flood  protection  is 
required  to  protect  a  highly  developed  urban  and  agricultural  ai’ea  at 
the  mouth  of  a  flood-producing  stream  where  natural  capacities  have 
deteriorated  to  a  fraction  of  the  potential  discharge.  Increased  recre¬ 
ational  facilities  also  are  needed  to  serve  existing  and  anticipated 
needs.  Construction  of  the  project  is  considered  to  be  desirable  and 
well  justified.  The  project  would  be  constructed  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  and  maintainecl  and  operated  by  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation. 

BLACKFOOT  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  BLACKFOOT  RIVER,  IDAHO 

(H.  Doc.  568,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.- — ^Blackfoot  River  drains  a  1,300-square-mile  area  tribu¬ 
tary  to  Snake  River  in  southeastern  Idaho  near  Idaho  Falls.  Black- 
foot  River  enters  the  Snake  River  just  above  American  Falls  Reser¬ 
voir.  Snake  River  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Columbia  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
March  4,  1952,  and  March  19,  1954,  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  resolution  adopted  June  2,  1953. 

Existing  'project. — Improvement  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
lower  18  miles  of  Blackfoot  River  for  flood  control  is  scheduled  dur¬ 
ing  1962.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  constructed  Blackfoot 
Dam  and  Reservoir  (413,000  acre-feet  usable  capacity)  on  Black¬ 
foot  River  and  the  Grays  Lake  Reservoir  on  Willow  Creek  which 
diverts  water  into  the  Blackfoot  River  Basin. 

Flood  proMem.— Floods  result  primarily  from  snowmelt,  but  some¬ 
times  are  augmented  by  storm  runoff.  Channel  capacities  are  inade¬ 
quate  to  contain  the  flood  flows. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
Blackfoot  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  provide  for  flood  control  by  raising 
the  maximum  pool  2  feet,  increasing  the  spillway  capacity,  improving 
the  outlet  works,  and  appurtenant  work.  Operation  and  maintenance 
by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). — All  Federal, 
$829,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $31,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  5,  000 


Total _  36,  000 

Annual  benefits :  Damages  prevented _ $41,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 


308 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Cominen  tH  of  the  State  and  Federal'  agencies  — 

Depiirtmeiit  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget :  No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  modification  of  Blackfoot  Dam  and 
revised  plan  of  operation  will  substantially  reduce  remaining  flood 
damages  in  the  lower  Blackfoot  River  basin.  Anticipated  benefits 
justify  the  necessary  work.  The  project  would  be  constnicted  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  maintained  and  operated  by  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs. 

WYNOOCHEE  RIVER,  WASH. 

(H.  Doc. - .  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wynoochee  River  rises  on  the  southern  slope  of  the 
Olympic  Mountains  in  west-central  Washington  and  flows  generally 
southward  about  67  miles  to  its  confluence  with  the  Chehalis  River 
near  Montesano,  Wash. 

Authority. — Plouse  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  29, 1954. 

Existing  'project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  flood  control 
or  water  conservation  in  the  Wynoochee  Basin. 

Flood  'problem. — Several  floods,  particularly  the  1955  flood,  inun¬ 
dated  agricultural  lands  in  the  lower  valley.  Augmented  waterflows 
are  needed  for  pulp  and  paper  mills  in  the  Grays  Harbor  area  and 
for  protection  of  fisheries.  Bank  erosion  is  causing  land  loss.  Gen¬ 
eration  of  hydroelectric  power  for  load  peaking  requirements  would 
be  desirable. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  construction  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  on  the  upper  Wynoo¬ 
chee  River  for  flood  control,  power,  water  supply,  irrigation,  and 
fishery  enhancement,  with  a  powerplant  of  66,000  kilowatts  generating 
capacity  and  a  reregulating  clam  downstream. 

Estimated  cost:  [price  level  1960) . — 


Federal - $40,  211,  000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total -  40,211,000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges. 

Interest  and  amortization _  1, 190,  000 

Maintenance,  operation  and  major  replacements _ _  ^  218*  000 

Taxes  foregone -  ISg’,  OOO 

Increased  timber  harvesting  cost _  6,  000 


Total -  572,  oOO 


1  Includes  discounted  expense  of  maintaining  future  power  units. 
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Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented  and  increased  land  use _  17,  000 

Hydroelectric  power -  1,  33(;,  OOO 

Water  supply -  356,  000 

Irrigation -  85,  000 

Fisheries -  20,  000 

Recreation _  22,  000 


Total -  1,  836, 000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperaLion. — (a)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  for  water- rights  claims;  (5)  pay  the  entire  costs  allocated  to 
water  supply,  presently  estimated  at  $4,653,000  for  construction  and 
$39,000  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  and 
(c)  make  arrangements  for  repayment  for  costs  allocated  to  irriga¬ 
tion,  presently  estimated  at  $872,000  for  constniction  and  $7,000  annu¬ 
ally  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  an  interest  in  cooperating  in  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F a vorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  report.  However,  the  Bureau  would  recommend  that,  if 
the  project  is  authorized  by  the  Congress,  the  terms  of  authorization 
provide  that  construction  of  the  project  for  purposes  including  power 
not  be  undertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  costs 
allocated  to  power  can  be  returned  with  interest  within  50  years. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  needs  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  of  agricultural  land  in  the  lower  valley,  for  water  supply,  and 
for  hydroelectric  power  for  peaking  purposes  are  sufficient  to  warrant 
authorization  for  construction  of  this  project. 

The  committee  approves  this  project  as  recommended  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  However,  it  feels  that  the  installation  of  power  gen¬ 
erating  facilities  should  be  deferred  until  a  restudy  and  approval  by 
the  Congress  has  been  made.  The  restudy  would  be  made  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  justification  of  power  as  an  added  feature  to 
the  project. 


BRADLEY  LAKE,  COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 
(H.  Doc.  455,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bradley  Lake  is  located  on  Kenai  Peninsula  about  100 
miles  south  of  Anchorage. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1948  and  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Bradley 
Lake;  however,  the  existing  power  generating  capacity  in  the  Cook 
Inlet  area,  excluding  military  plant,  totals  about  57,000  kilowatts  of 
which  30,000  kilowatts  are  provided  by  the  Eklutna  hydroelectric 
development  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  about  14,500  kilowatts 
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by  the  Anchorage  thermal-electric  plant  of  the  Chugach  Electric 
Association,  Inc.,  a  Rural  Electrification  Administration  cooperative. 
Small  load  centers  on  the  Kenai  Peninsula  are  supplied  by  internal 
combustion  generation. 

Power  pr^lem. — Based  upon  a  Federal  Power  Commission  estimate, 
a  shortage  of  about  20,000  kilowatts  of  power  will  exist  in  the  area  by 
1965,  and  50,000  by  1970.  The  cost  of  alternative  thermal-electric 
power  is  high. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  at  the  outlet  of 
Bradley  Lake,  to  raise  its  elevation  about  100  feet,  and  a  powerplant, 
with  64,000  kilowatts  of  installed  capacity,  on  Kachemak  Bay.  Con¬ 
struction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army.  Operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Estimated  cost  {Jime  1960  price  level) . — 


Federal _ $45, 750,  000 

Non-Federal - -  None 

Project  economics.—- 
Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _  1,  699,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  258,  000 


Total -  1, 957, 000 

Annual  benefits :  Power _  3, 232,  000 


Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation.— required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  Bradley  Lake 
project  is  economically  justified  and  needed  to  alleviate  the  impending 
power  shortage  in  the  Anchorage  area.  The  committee  believes  that 
operation  and  maintenance  should  be  through  the  Secretarv  of  the 
Interior. 

Section  204 

SNETTISHAM  PROJECT,  ALASKA 
(H.  Doc.  40,  87th  Cong.) 

_  The  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Atfairs  reported  a 
bill,  S.  594,  on  July  25,  1962,  which  would  authorize  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Crater-Long  Lakes  division  of  the 
Snettisham  project,  Alaska.  The  bill  was  then  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works.  The  committee  considered  the  project,  and 
believes  that  its  similarity  to  other  projects  in  this  bill  warrants  its 
inclusion  therein. 

On  March  14,  1962,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  entered  into  a  memorandum  of  agreement  regarding 
water  resources.  The  part  of  the  agreement  that  applies  to  the  State 
of  Alaska  is  as  follows : 
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1.  Alaska 

It  is  agreed  that,  because  of  its  longstanding  interest  in  all 
natural  resources  development  matters  in  Alaska,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  shall  provide  leadei-ship  in  undertaking 
comprehensive  studies  for  natural  resources  development  in 
Alaska,  including  water  and  power  development.  Consistent 
with  its  responsibility  for  marketing  of  power  produced  at 
Federal  hydroelectric  projects,  it  is  also  agreed  that  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  shall  be  responsible  for  the  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance  of  completed  hydroelectric  power 
projects  in  Alaska. 

It  is  agreed  that,  because  it  must  maintain  an  organization 
engaged  in  civil  and  militaiy  planning  and  constimction  in 
Alaska,  the  U.S.  Anny  Corps  of  Engineers  shall  have  respon¬ 
sibility  for  engineering  design  and  construction  of  all  water 
resources  projects,  including  hydroelectric  power  projects, 
in  Alaska.  It  is  also  agreed  that  the  corps  shall  continue  its 
studies  of  the  Rampart  Canyon  project  and  shall  complete 
its  report. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  shall  make 
the  necessary  power  marketing  studies  in  connection  with  the 
Rampart  Dam  project  and  shall  initiate,  in  cooperation  with 
the  State  of  Alaska  and  interested  Federal  agencies,  broad 
comprehensive  studies  of  the  effect  of  this  project  on  all  nat¬ 
ural  resources.  This  study  shall  be  completed  prior  to  any 
recommendations  for  authorization  of  the  Rampart  Dam 
project.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  shall  also  report  as 
soon  as  possible  on  markets  for  power  to  be  generated  at  any 
other  major  hydroelectric  project  in  Alaska  recommended 
for  authorization. 

This  agreement  will  avoid  the  establishment  of  a  duplicate 
construction  organization  in  the  State  of  Alaska  and,  at  the 
same  time,  it  will  stimulate  the  broadest  participation  in  com¬ 
prehensive  water  resources  planning. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment  would  be  to  remove  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  as  the  construction  agency  and  substitute  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  The  Bureau  would  plan  the  project  and 
operate  and  maintain  it  after  construction. 

THE  PROJECT 

The  development  plan  for  this  project  was  created  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  August  9, 1955  ^69  Stat.  618) 
which  was  the  result  of  a  bill  (H.R.  3990)  introduced  in 
1955,  during  the  84th  Congress,  1st  session.  That  act.  Public 
Law  8L-322,  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  “make 
investigations  of  projects  for  the  conservation,  development, 
and  utilization  of  the  water  resources  of  Alaska  and  to  re¬ 
port  thereon,  with  appropriate  recommendations,  from  time 
to  time,  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress.” 

The  proposed  Snettisham  hydroelectric  project  is  approxi¬ 
mately  38  miles  south  of  Juneau,  Alaska,  in  an  area  rich  in 
timber  and  mineral  resources.  In  the  completed  project. 
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power  would  be  developed  by  the  fall  of  water  through  tun¬ 
nels  drilled  from  sea  level  to  Crater  Lake  and  to  Long  Lake, 
Lb::^2  and  815  feet  above  the  Speel  Eiver.  From  the  power- 
plant  at  tidewater,  a  38.T-niile  transmission  line  could  cany 
the  ])ower  north  to  Juneau. 

The  histoi-y  of  the  Snettisham  project  goes  back  many 
years.  The  first  recorded  study  was  conducted  in  1913,  almost 
*50  years  ago.  Since  that  time,  the  project  has  lieen  thorough¬ 
ly  studied  and  the  various  alternatives  for  power  generation 
in  the  Juneau  area  have  been  exhaustively  explored.  After 
1913,  for  instance,  studies  relating  to  the  power  potentials  of 
Crater  Lake,  Long  Lake,  and  Speel  Eiver  ai-ea  were  con¬ 
ducted  in  1922,  1928,  1947,  1948,  1951,  1952, 1955,  and  1956. 

In  1959,  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation  com])leted  its  feasi¬ 
bility  report  for  this  project.  There  have  also  been  additional 
studies  relating  to  the  Snettisham  project.  For  instance,  the 
Alaska  power  market  survey  was  completed  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  in  May  1960,  and  the  report  of  the  Alaska 
International  Eail  and  Highway  Commission  was  completed 
by  the  Battelle  Institute  of  1961.  Finally,  in  Novemlier 
1961,  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation  jmblished  its  reajipraisal 
of  the  project. 

The  plan  originally  recommended  in  the  1959  report  of  the 
Bureau  of  Eeclamation  proposed  construction  of  the  project 
in  a  single  stage.  This  involved  a  48,000-kilowatt  capacity 
poweri^lant,  at  a  total  cost  of  about  $40  million.  IMost  of  the 
power  under  this  plan  was  to  have  been  sold  to  the  paper  com¬ 
pany  which  had  negotiated  contracts  with  the  Forest  Service 
for  use,  in  a  proposed  newsprint  mill,  of  the  timber  from  the 
Tongass  National  Forest. 

To  implement  the  recommendations  of  the  Bureau  of  Eec¬ 
lamation,  S.  3095  was  introduced  during  the  86th  Congress. 
S.  3095  was  identical  to  the  current  bill,  S.  594.  However, 
the  paper  company  which  was  to  have  purchased  the  power 
from  the  Snettisham  project  abandoned  its  plans  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  papermill.  The  Bureau  of  Eeclamation  there¬ 
fore  revised  its  estimates  of  the  Snettisham  project’s  future 
power  market.  Instead  of  planning  for  the  sale  of  a  large 
block  of  industrial  power,  the  Bureau  of  Eeclamation,  in 
its  revised  plan  of  November  1961  and  in  its  April  17,  1962, 
re])ort  on  S.  594,  proposes  to  gear  the  project  to  the  power 
needs  of  residential,  commercial,  small  industrial,  and  public 
agency  power  users  in  the  Juneau  area.  Instead  of  con¬ 
structing,  in  a  single  stage,  a  plant  with  48.000-kilowatt 
capacity,  the  Bureau’s  plan  now  calls  for  an  increase  in  in¬ 
stalled  generating  capacity  from  48,000  to  60,000  kilowatts. 
However,  the  project  will  be  constructed  in  three  20,000-kilo- 
watt  stages,  each  stage  being  geared  to  the  future  demands 
for  i)ower  in  the  Juneau  area.  The  plan  estimates  that  sec¬ 
ond  and  third  stages  will  be  started  8  and  16  yeare  after 
completion  of  the  first  stage.  Moreover,  in  the  event  that 
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large  industrial  development  should  take  place,  the  revised 
plan  indicates  that  the  scheduling  of  the  second  and  third 
stages  of  the  project  can  be  advanced. 

The  total  cost  of  construction  is  estimated  at  $41,634,000 
and  the  total  Federal  investment,  including  interest  during 
construction,  would  be  about  $43,810,000.  Investment  cost 
associated  with  each  stage  of  development  would  be  repaid 
with  interest  fi'om  net  revenues  of  power  and  energy  sales 
at  an  effective  rate  of  7.47  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  for  firm 
energy  and  5  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  for  nonfirm  energy. 
It  is  estimated  that  average  annual  benefits  would  exceed 
annual  costs  in  the  ratio  of  2.94  to  1  for  a  100-year  period  of 
analysis,  and  2.18  for  a  50-year  analysis. 

Power  demands  in  the  Juneau  area  are  increasing  at  an 
accelerated  pace  because  of  population  increases  and  growth 
in  per  capita  consumption  of  power.  In  10  years,  the  pojm- 
lation  of  Juneau  has  grown  14  percent,  from  5,956  in  1950 
to  6,797  in  1960.  The  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  stati-stics 
for  the  Juneau  area  lists  the  population  as  9,745  in  1960. 

The  November  1961  project  reappraisal  for  the  Snettisham 
project,  estimated  that  “probable  future  power  requirements 
will  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  10  percent  or  more 
during  the  next  several  years.” 

Along  with  satisfying  the  increased  needs  and  demands  for 
power  which  are  projected  for  the  Juneau  area  over  the  com¬ 
ing  years,  the  Snettisliam  project  will  also  have  a  stimulating 
effect  on  the  development  of  resources  and  on  general  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  in  southeast  Alaska.  Such  resources  include 
timber,  minerals,  fisheries,  tourism,  and  recreation. 

Studies  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  other  com¬ 
petent  groups  have  demonstrated  the  vast  timber  and  mineral 
resource  potentials  of  the  Juneau  area.  For  example,  recent 
reports  by  the  Arthur  D.  Little  Co.  indicate  the  feasible  alter¬ 
natives  for  future  industrial  development  in  the  Juneau  area, 
particularly  in  mining  and  forest  products.  One  study, 
“Alaska’s  Forest  Eesources  as  a  Base  for  Industrial  Develop¬ 
ment,”  mentions  the  feasibility  of  developing  a  pulpmill, 
sawmill,  and  plywood  mill  in  the  Juneau  area.  Another 
report,  “Alaska’s  INIineral  Resources  as  a  Base  for  Industrial 
Development,”  outlines  in  detail  the  possibilities  for  develop¬ 
ing  the  iron  ore  deposit  at  Port  Snettisham,  about  35  miles 
southeast  of  Juneau.  The  report  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  on  the  Snettisham  project,  in  relating  the  industrial 
potential  of  Juneau  to  the  resources  of  the  Tongass  National 
Forest,  states  that  “only  three  other  States — Oregon,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Washington — have  national  forest  sawtimber 
volumes  greater  than  that  of  the  Tongass,”  and  that  “it  is 
estimated  that  at  least  850  million  board-feet  could  be  taken 
yearly  in  perpetuity.”  Mention  is  made  of  the  possibilities 
of  such  additional  forest  products  industries  as  a  shingle  mill 
and  the  manufacture  of  fish  boxes,  furniture,  and  treated 
piling. 
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In  connection  with  its  analysis  of  mineral  resources  in  the 
Juneau  area,  the  Interior  Department  report  on  Snettisham 
outlines  the  possibilities  for  development  of  nickel-copper, 
manganese,  and  iron  ore  deposits.  The  report  by  the  Battelle 
Memorial  Institute  on  “Transport  Requirements  for  the 
Growth  of  Northwest  North  America”  also  outlines  the  po¬ 
tentials  for  industrial  development  in  the  Juneau  area.  In 
addition,  the  current  development  of  the  ferry  system  for 
southeast  Alaska  should  serve  to  speed  the  development  of 
tourism  and  the  general  growth  of  the  Juneau  area,  thereby 
creating  additional  demands  for  power  and  possibly  placing 
on  existing  power  sources  a  strain  which  could  not  be  borne 
except  for  the  existence  of  Snettisham. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior’s  studies  of  the  Snettisham 
project  have  amply  demonstrated  the  need  for  this  project. 
Projected  population  growth  in  the  Juneau  area  and  the  re¬ 
sultant  demands  for  power  have  created  a  situation  which,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior’s  report,  may  result 
in  power  shortages  in  the  near  future. 

In  fact,  there  may  come  a  time  when  the  natural  growth  of 
this  part  of  Alaska  is  held  back  because  of  power  shortages. 
This  would  be  neither  in  the  interest  of  Alaska  nor  of  the 
United  States.  With  the  prospects  for  growth  in  the  Jimeau 
area,  and  with  the  demands  for  power  already  threatening  to 
outpace  supply,  the  need  for  such  a  project  as  Snettisham  con¬ 
stantly  grows  greater. 

This  legislation  has  the  support  and  approval  not  only  of 
all  Federal  and  State  agencies  concerned  but  also  of  private 
and  public  utility  spokesmen,  conservationists,  local  author¬ 
ities  in  the  area,  and  others.  No  opposition  from  any  source 
was  registered.  The  unanimity  expressed  is  unusual  and  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  found  it  helpful 
and  commendable. 

Committee  recommendation. — In  view  of  the  amendments  proposed 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  transferring  construction  authority 
for  the  project  to  the  Department  of  the  Army,  it  appears  that  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  also  has  official  interest  in  the  proposed 
legislation.  Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  authorization 
of  the  project. 

Section  205 

WAURIKA  RECLAMATION  PROJECT,  OKLAHOMA 

S.  114,  a  bill  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Waurika  reclamation  project,  Oklahoma, 
passed  the  Senate  June  26,  1962.  There  is  ample  precedent  for  au¬ 
thorization  of  projects  of  this  nature  in  a  flood  control  bill.  The  com¬ 
mittee  considered  the  project,  believes  it  justified,  and  recommends 
its  inclusion  in  this  bill. 
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LOCATION  AND  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROJEX3T 

S.  114,  introduced  by  Senators  Kerr  and  Monroney  authorizes  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  multipurpose  W aurika 
project  in  Oklahoma. 

This  project  is  located  in  southwestern  Oklahoma  in  Jefferson, 
Stephens,  Cotton,  and  Comanche  Counties.  Waurika  damsite  is  in 
Jefferson  County  about  6  miles  northwest  of  Waurika  on  Beaver 
Creek,  a  tributary  of  Ked  Kiver.  The  urban  areas  which  would  be 
furnished  water  supplies  from  Waurika  Reservoir  surround  the  Beaver 
Creek  Basin.  The  lands  to  be  irrigated  from  the  reservoir  are  lo¬ 
cated  along  the  north  bank  of  the  Red  River  near  Ryan,  Okla.,  near 
the  confluence  of  Beaver  Creek,  about  20  miles  downstream  from 

Waurika  damsite.  _ 

The  Waurika  project  would  provide  for  maximum  practicable  regu¬ 
lation  of  Beaver  Creek  flows  at  the  damsite  for  the  dominant  purpose 
of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  six  municipalities  and 
an  oil  refinery  and  a  vital  national  defense  installation.  It  would 
provide  for  construction  of  the  Waurika  Dam  and  Reservoir;  and 
aqueduct  system  to  deliver  Beaver  Creek  flows  from  the  reservoir  to 
the  cities  of  Lawton  (including  Fort  Sill),  Duncan,  Waurika,  Co¬ 
manche,  Temple,  Walters,  and  the  DK-Sunray  refinery;  a  pumping 
plant  and  distribution  system  at  a  point  20  miles  below  the  damsite 
to  deliver  reservoir  releases  to  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Ryan,  Okla., 
for  the  irrigation  of  about  2,000  acres;  and  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  facilities.  The  project  would  provide  essentially  full  control 
of  floods  on  Beaver  Creek  at  the  Waurika  damsite  and  desirable  flood 
control  benefits  along  the  Red  River. 

Need  for  flood  control  was  emphasized  at  the  hearings  on  the  meas¬ 
ure.  Testimony  indicated  that  in  year  after  year  the  city  of  Waurika 
has  been  inundated  by  the  waters  of  Beaver  Creek.  As  recently  as 
June  11,  1962,  the  committee  received  a  communication  from  Senator 
Monroney  advising  that  a  new  flood,  similar  to  those  previously  re¬ 
ported  had  occurred.  The  Red  Cross  had  set  up  shelters  for  150  per¬ 
sons  as  80  blocks  flooded  and  100  families  had  from  6  to  18  inches  of 
water  in  their  houses.  From  200  to  250  people  had  to  be  evacuated. 
The  Department  report  indicated  that  the  flood  control  storage  space 
in  the  reservoir  would  prevent  floods  along  Beaver  Creek  from  the 
damsite  to  its  confluence  with  Cow  Creek  and  substantially  reduce  flood 
hazards  below  that  point.  The  operation  would  be  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Project  studies  indicate  that  the  Waurika  Reservoir  will  yield  about 
44,000  acre- feet  of  water  annually.  The  predicted  year  2015  demand 
is  39,000  acre-feet  per  year  for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes. 
Until  that  year,  there  is  ample  surplus  water  available  for  irrigation 
of  some  2,000  acres  of  land  downstream  from  the  reservoir.  By  the 
end  of  the  initial  50-year  municipal  repayment  period,  needs  for  ad¬ 
ditional  municipal  water  will  then  begin  to  encroach  upon  the  supply 
available  for  irrigation.  ,  tit 

Land  classification  studies  established  that  ample  high  quality  lands 
are  available  for  irrigation  development.  The  project  studies  also 
established  that  inclusion  of  irrigation  as  a  project  purpose,  using 
water  that  is  surplus  to  municipal  and  industrial  needs,  would  be 
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economically  justilied.  The  increased  crop  returns  which  would 
result  to  the  farmers  and  the  increased  income  which  would  accru^ 
to  business  interests  in  the  surrounding  areas  supported  this  conclu¬ 
sion.  They  also  established  that  the  increased  crop  returns  which 
would  result  from  irrigation  would  permit  the  irrigators  to  pay  all 
irrigation  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  and  repay 
all  construction  costs  of  the  pumping  jilant  and  distribution  system, 
as  well  as  a  ])ortion  of  the  joint  reservoir  costs  allocated  to  irrigation. 
On  the  ba.sis,  utilization  of  the  sur})lus  water  for  irrigation  of  2,000 
acres  Avas  deemed  merited  and  included  in  the  project  plan.  It  pro¬ 
vides  for  full  utilization  of  valuable  land  and  water  resources. 

The  project  plan  contemplates  that  operation  of  the  reservoir  Avould 
recognize  the  primary  demand  for  satisfying  municipal  and  industrial 
water  requirements.  On  this  basis,  the  first  115,000  acre-feet  of  the 
155,000  acre-feet  of  conservation  storage  capacity  would  be  jointly 
used  for  municipal  and  industrial  Avater  supply  and  irrigation  pur¬ 
poses  and  the  last  40,000  acre- feet  Avould  be  reserved  at  all  times  for 
municipal  and  industrial  use. 

The  Xational  Park  Service  has  concluded  that  the  Waurika  project 
could  provide  reservoir  recreation  opportunities  of  substantial  value 
to  the  population  of  the  general  area.  The  plan  provides  for  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities  at  and  near  the  reservoir,  as  recommended  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service.  Project  funds  Avould  provide  for  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  and  construction  of  minimum  basic  facilities  required  for  the 
protection  and  accommodation  of  the  Ausiting  public.  These  would 
include  access  roads,  parking  areas,  Avater  supply  and  sanitation, 
picnic  areas,  overlook  developments,  boat-launching  ramps,  beach 
dev^elopments,  protective  fencing,  tree  planting,  and  grass  seeding.  If 
found  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Federal  Government,  funds 
Avould  be  transferred  under  appropriate  agreement  to  the  Division  of 
Recreation  and  State  Parks  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma  Planning  and 
Resources  Board  for  construction  of  these  basic  facilities.  Addi¬ 
tional  recreation  facilities  not  appropriate  for  Federal  construction 
Avould  be  provided  by  local  interests.  After  authorization,  a  more 
detailed  recreation  plan  would  be  developed  by  cooperative  efforts  of 
Federal  and  State  agencies  and  the  Avater  users’  organization.  Thus, 
full  consideration  Avould  be  giA^en  to  recreation  needs,  to  safeguarding 
of  the  public  health,  and  to  problems  of  administering  and  supeiwising 
both  the  recreation  and  water  supply  functions  of  the  reservoir. 

Cost  of  project _ $2.5,  019,  500 


Allocation : 

Municipal  and  industrial  water _  15,  856,  500 

Irrigation _  4,  044,  300 

Flood  control _  2,  264,  800 

Fish  and  wildlife _  2, 486,  400 

Recreation _  367,  500 


Total 


25,  019,  .500 


Nonreimbursable  _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio,  50  years _ 

Waurika  Dam  and  Reservoir _ acre-feet 

Irrigation  service _ acres 


5, 118,  700 
1.34  to  1 
250,  300 
2,  000 
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The  Beaver-Cow  Creek  "Watershed  Development  Association  was 
formed  by  officials  and  citizens  of  Lawton,  Dnncan,  Waiirika,  Co¬ 
manche,  Tempoe,  and  Walters  to  sponsor  the  Wanrika  project.  This 
organization  has  been  active  throughout  the  investigation  period  of 
the  Waurika  project  and  has  contributed  funds  and  services  toward 
the  investigation.  By  formula  resolution  dated  July  8,  1959,  this 
association  endorsed  the  plan  of  development  and  recommended  the 
reimbursable  project  costs  allocable  to  irrigation  that  are  in  excess 
of  the  payment  capacity  of  the  irrigators  be  underwritten  by  the 
municipal  and  industrial  water  users.  This  proposal  provides  that, 
after  repayment  of  the  reimbursable  construction  obligation  of  the 
pi’oject  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial  uses,  annual  payments 
to  the  United  States  from  payments  by  the  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  users  shall  continue  at  approximately  the  same  rate, 
together  with  payments  by  the  irrigation  water  users,  until  that 
])ortion  of  construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  is  fully  repaid. 
The  association  sponsored  the  now-organized  Waurika  Project  Master 
Conservancy  District,  which  agency  would  contract  with  the  United 
States  for  repayment  of  reimbursable  project  costs. 

Section  206 

SMAim  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT  AHTHORITV 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  amend  the  existing  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  authority  to  construct  small  flood  control  projects  without 
specific  congressional  authorization  by  increasing  the  current  Federal 
cost  limitation  from  $400,000  per  project  to  $1  million  per  project. 
Projects  under  this  authority  must  be  economically  justified  and  com¬ 
plete  within  themselves.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  plans  and  designs 
each  project  constructed  under  this  program  to  provide  the  same 
project  and  same  degree  of  protection  that  would  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  for  that  locality  under  congressional  authorization  proce¬ 
dures.  The  Federal  funds  allotted  under  this  legislation  must  be 
sufficient  to  complete  Federal  participation  in  the  project.  Local 
cooperation  required  for  these  projects  is  similar  to  that  normally 
required  for  regularly  authorizecl  projects. 

The  committee  was  advised  that  the  existing  small  flood  control 
project  program  has  become  an  increasingly  valuable  A-ehicle  for  pro¬ 
viding  flood  damage  relief  for  localized  damage  areas — both  urban 
and  agricultural.  Protection  can  be  provided  under  this  small  proj¬ 
ect  program  in  a  significantly  shorter  time  period  than  possible  imder 
regular  authorization  procedures.  It  is  considered  that  the  increase 
in  individual  project  cost  limitation  to  $1  million  per  project  will 
provide  a  desirable  and  reasonable  extension  of  this  useful  program. 

Section  207 

REPAIR  of  existing  FLOOD  CONTROL,  HURRICANE,  AND  BEACH  EROSION 

CONTROL  STOUCTURES 

Section  207  of  the  bill  reaffirms  the  authority  set  forth  in  section 
5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  18,  1941,  as  amended, 
regarding  the  repair  and  restoration  of  existing  flood  control  striic- 
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tures  tlireatened  or  destroyed  by  floods,  and  extends  the  authority  to 
include  any  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  protective  struc¬ 
ture  damaged  or  destroyed  by  wind,  wave,  or  water  action  of  other 
than  an  ordinary  nature  when  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
neei-s  such  repair  and  restoration  is  warranted  for  the  adequate  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  structure  for  hurricane  or  shore  protection. 

Section  208 

RECREATION  AUTHORITY 

This  section  would  authorize  Federal  agencies  to  apply  to  non¬ 
reservoir  projects  the  policies  concerning  recreation  which  Congress 
has  already  established  for  reservoirs.  There  has  been  an  amazing 
increase  in  the  ownership  of  boats  by  the  American  people  and  they 
are  utilizing  Federal  waterways  and  harbors  extensively.  There  is, 
therefore,  a  need  for  providing  at  such  projects  for  the  safety  and 
convenience  of  the  public,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  provides  for  public  use  at  reservoir  projects.  There  is  a  strong 
demand  that  those  using  nonreservoir  projects  receive  the  same  facili¬ 
ties  as  at  Federal  reservoirs,  and  there  is  a  need  for  developing  the 
full  potentials  of  such  projects  in  order  to  help  meet  the  rapid  increase 
in  demand  for  water-based  recreation.  This  matter  has  been  neglected. 

The  committee  has  heard  testimony  on  this  proposed  amendment  to 
expand  recreation  authority  and  has  noted  that  there  is  an  increasing 
demand  for  water-based  recreation.  There  are  numerous  opportuni¬ 
ties  existing  for  the  development  of  recreation  at  harbors  and  at  river 
projects  other  than  reservoirs,  and  this  amendment  extends  the  basic 
authority  to  include  all  types  of  projects  at  which  recreation  can  be 
justifiably  proidded. 

Section  209 

RELOCATION  OF  ROADS 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  authorizes  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  utilize  existing  public  roads  as  a  means  of  providing  access  during 
construction  to  authorized  water  resources  projects,  if  he  determines 
it  to  be  in  the  public  interest  and  would  result  in  a  saving  in  Federal 
cost  over  the  cost  of  constructing  a  new  road  at  Federal  expense. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  would  be  authorized  to  improve,  recon¬ 
struct  and  maintain  such  roads  or  contract  with  the  local  authorities 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  road,  to  accomplish  the  necessary  work, 
and  he  may  acquire  necessary  lands  or  easements,  if  deemed  advisable. 

Upon  completion  of  the  project,  if  considered  necessary,  the  road 
will  be  restored^  to  as  good  condition  as  before  using  for  access  pur¬ 
poses,  after  which  the  responsibility  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
improvement,  reconstruction  and  maintenance  would  cease.  The 
language  contained  in  this  amendment  would  extend  the  same  author¬ 
ity  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  U.S.  Department  of  Interior. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  authority  is  meritorious  and  is 
economical  to  the  F ederal  Government. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  319 

The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  also  provided  authority  for  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  replace  existing  public  roads  necessitated  by 
the  construction  of  water  resource  development  projects.  This 
amendment  would  extend  this  authoi-ity  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior. 

The  amendment  provides  that  the  roads  to  be  constructed  as  re¬ 
placements  for  existing  roads  may  be  constructed  to  standards  com¬ 
parable  to  those  of  the  State,  or,  where  applicable  standards  do  not 
exist,  those  of  the  owning  political  division  in  which  the  road  is  located, 
for  roads  of  the  same  classification  as  the  road  being  replaced,  taking 
into  account  the  traffic  existing  at  the  time  of  taking. 

The  amendment  provides  that,  when  a  political  subdivision  requests 
that  a  substitute  road  be  constructed  to  higher  standards,  then  they 
shall  agree  to  pay  the  additional  costs  involved  due  to  such  higher 
standards.  The  share  of  the  costs  allocable  to  the  Federal  project 
shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  committee  to  construe  that  every  road 
taken  in  a  reservoir  area  should  be  replaced  but  where  a  replacement 
road  is  provided,  it  should  be  constructed  to  such  standards  as  is 
required  to  serve  the  traffic  needs  as  well  as  tl>e  road  which  it  replaces. 

Section  210 

FLOOD  CONTROL  SURVEYS 

This  is  the  customary  section  providing  for  authorization  for  flood 
control  suiweys  and  investigations  at  various  localities.  It  is  similar 
to  section  108  of  title  I,  and  covers  surveys  at  the  following  locations : 

Valenciana  River,  Puerto  Rico. 

Waccasassa  River  (Levy  County  and  Gilchrist  County,  Fla. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  North  Shore,  La. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Tex. 

Clear  Creek,  Tex. 

San  Bernard  River,  Tex. 

Arkansas  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  Eufaula 
and  Keystone  Reservoirs,  Okla.,  on  the  water  supply  facilities  of  the 
cities  of  McAlester  and  Yale,  respectively,  with  a  view  to  determining 
the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  the  replacement  of  the  cities’ 
water  supply  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation  con¬ 
tained  in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and  relocation  plans. 

Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  with  reference  to  the 
effect  of  the  Barkley  Dam  project,  on  the  water  supply  and  sewage 
treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of  Cadiz,  Kuttawa,  and  Eddyville, 
Ky.,  and  the  State  Penitentiary  at  Eddyville,  Ky.,  respectively,  with 
a  view  to  determining  the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  the  re¬ 
placement  of  their  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment  facilities  in 
equity  without  regard  to  limitation  contained  in  existing  Corps  of 
Engineers  protective  and  relocation  plans. 

Missouri  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Oahe  and 
Garrison  Reservoirs,  N.  Dak.  and  S.  Dak.,  on  the  sewage  treatment 
facilities  of  the  cities  of  Bismarck  and  Mandan,  N.  Dak.,  respectively, 
with  a  view  to  determining  the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  the 
sewage  treatment  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation  con- 
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tiliiied  ill  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and  relocation  jilans. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County,  Calif.,  draining  the  Santa 
Ynez  JMountains,  except  Santa  Ynez  River  and  tributaries. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in  northern  California  drain¬ 
ing  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  purposes  of  developing,  where  feas¬ 
ible,  niulti])le-]uirpose  water  resource  projects,  jiarticularly  those  which 
would  he  eligible  under  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  Public  Law 
85-500. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacremento  River,  Calif. 

Kaskaskia  River  Levees,  Ill.;  Review  of  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Puget  Sound,  IVash.,  and  adjacent  waters,  including  tributaries,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  water  uses  and  re¬ 
lated  land  resources. 

Harbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  improvements  in  the  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control, 
hydroelectric  power  development,  water  supply,  and  other  beneficial 
water  uses,  and  related  land  i-esources. 

Waimea  River,  Kokee  area,  Kauai,  Haxvaii,  for  multiple  purposes. 

Waipio  River,  Kohala-IIamakua  coast.  Island  of  Hawaii,  for  mul¬ 
tiple  purpose  development. 

lao  River,  Wailuku,  Maui,  Hawaii. 

The  committee  had  before  it  testimony  and  letters  requesting 
authorization  for  funds  to  relocate,  construct,  and  operate  sewage 
disposal  plants  in  many  areas  where  the  construction  of  Federal  resev- 
voirs  has  made  it  necessary  to  alter  the  former  method  of  handling- 
municipal  sewage  disposal. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  burden  to  the  affected  communities 
but  feel  that  with  other  programs  of  assistance  available  through  the 
Federal  Government  each  case  should  be  woi’ked  out  by  application 
for  assistance  to  the  appropriate  Federal  agency.  For 'example,  un¬ 
der  Public  Law  660  the  Public  Health  Service  can  participate  on 
disposal  plants  approved  by  the  State  Health  Agency.  The  Com¬ 
munity  Facilities  Administration  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency  can  assist,  as  can  the  Area  Redevelopment  Administration  in 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  The  Congress  has  passed  and  the 
Presidwit  has  signed  into  law  the  Accelerated  Public  Works  Act 
which  in  some  instances  would  be  applicable. 

Some  of  the  projects  that  were  submitted  are  in  areas  where  the 
reservoirs  will  not  be  filled  for  several  years  and,  therefore,  do  not 
present  an  emergency  situation.  This  gives  ample  time  to  work  out  a 
solution  to  the  problem  at  hand. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  matter  should  be  investigated  at 
specific  locations,  and  recommends  certain  suiweys  to  accomplish  such 
studies. 

Section  211 

^MISSOURI  RIV-ER  BASIN — DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Tins  section  provides  an  increase  in  the  basin  authorization  for  the 
portion  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri  River  Basin  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  the  Department  of 
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the  Interior.  It  has  been  customaiy  to  increase  the  monetary  author¬ 
ization  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  such  increase  is  needed, 
in  the  same  manner  as  increases  are  provided  for  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  their  portion  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin  plan.  Informa¬ 
tion  was  received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  which  fully 
justified  the  need  for  increased  authorization  so  that  appropriations 
for  the  work  already  appi'oved  by  Congress  can  continue  to  be  made. 

Section  9(3)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  authorized  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $200  million  for  the  partial  accomplishment  of  the  works 
to  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  connection  with 
(he  initial  stages  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project.  Subsequent 
authorizations  have  increased  this  limitation. 

Authorizations  made  are  as  follows : 


Flood  Control  Act  of  1944 _ $200,  000,  000 

Flood  Control  Act  of  1946 _  15o’,  000^  000 

Flood  Control  Act  of  1950 _  20o[  OOO'  000 

Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 _  20o'  OOoi  000 

Flood  Control  Act  of  1960 _  6o!  000,’  000 


Total  authorizations  to  date _  810,  000,  000 


Annual  appropriations  by  the  Congress  through  June  30, 1962,  have 
utilized  all  but  about  $120  million  of  the  total  amount  authorized. 
Budget  for  fiscal  year  1963  was  about  $57  million  for  the  Missouri 
River  Basin  project,  leaving  an  estimated  balance  of  authorization  as 
of  June  30,  1963,  of  about  $63  million.  Fund  requirements  for  tlie 
project  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  are  currently  estimated  at  $150 
million,  which  would  leave  a  deficit  of  $87  million  over  the  balance 
of  existing  authorization. 

The  total  estimated  cost  of  the  long-range  ultimate  program  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  is  about  $3 
billion. 

The  committee  believes  that  an  increase  in  monetary  authorization 
of  $100  million  is  necessary  at  this  time. 

INCREASES  IN  MONETARY  AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  COMPREHENSIV'E  RIVTJK 

BASIN  PLANS 

Congi-ess,  by  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1936  and  1938,  approved 
comprehensive  plans  for  the  development  of  many  of  the  river  basins 
throughout  the  Nation  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation, 
hydroelectric  power  development,  and  other  allied  water  uses.  Al¬ 
though  the  approval  extended  to  the  entire  plan  in  each  case,  the 
authorization  of  funds  was  limited  to  the  anticipated  appropriations 
for  the  next  several  years.  In  subsequent  acts.  Congress  approved 
plans  for  new  projects,  and  increased  the  monetary  authorizations 
for  those  basins  previously  authorized  to  the  extent  necessary  ro 
provide  for  anticipated  appropriations.  When  the  authorization  limit 
IS  approached,  enactment  of  legislation  is  required  to  provide  for  ad¬ 
ditional  increases  in  the  monetary  ceilings. 

At  tlie  present  time,  there  are  20  basin  plans  that  are  subject  to 
monetary  limitations  located  in  nearlv  all  sections  of  the  country 
Tliey  range  from  the  Connecticut  River  Basin  in  New  England  to  tlie 
Lo^  Angeles  River  Basin  in  California.  In  addition  to  the  projects 
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that  are  part  of  the  basin  plan,  subject  to  a  monetary  limitation,  theiv 
are,  in  a  nmnl>er  of  instances,  other  projects  in  the  l>asin  that  have 
full  monetai-y  authorizations  for  appropriations.  Projects  in  tliis 
latter  category  require  no  further  authorization  action  by  the  Congress. 

The  committee  requested  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  analyze  eacli 
comprehensive  river  basin  plan  that  was  subject  to  a  monetary  limita¬ 
tion  Avith  a  AueAv  to  determining  which  plans  would  require  additional 
monetary  authorization.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  concluded  that  in 
order  to  coA^er  appropriations  for  a  2-year  period,  that  is  2  years  l)e- 
yond  the  present  budget  year  or  through  fiscal  year  monetary 

authorizations  in  the  amount  of  $805  million  Avill  be  required.  If  this 
amount  of  authorization  is  made  available  this  year,  additional  in¬ 
creases  Avould  not  be  required  until  calendar  year  1964  to  coA'er  the 
budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1966.  The  amount  requested  for  2  years 
Avill  coA'cr  deficiencies  in  11  ri\’er  basin  plans  as  folloAA's: 

CoDipreheiiKive  river  haMhi  liUina — Moncturi/  authorization  required  to  rover  a 
period  of  2  pears  [fiscal  pears  l!)G'i-fi'>) 

[In  thoasands] 

MONETARY  AUTFIORIZ.ATIONS  CONTAINED  IN  TITLE  I 


River  basin 

Available 

monetary 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

Proposed 
and  actual 
fundina 
through 
fiscal  year 
1985 

Deficit 

monetary 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

Adflitional 

monetary 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

requireci 

Great  Lakes-Hiidson  River  AA'aterway,  N.Y' _ 

$27,000 

$27,  733 

$733 

$1,000 

Total  _ _ _  -  --  .  -  --  - 

l.IXX) 

MONETARY  AUTHORIZATIONS  CONTAINED  IN  TITLE  II 


Arkansas _ ^ _ 

Brazos _ _  _  _  _ 

Central  and  southern  Florida _ _ 

509,  773 
81,000 
108,  300 
723. 300 
288.041 
1.246,094 
757,  514 
77, 300 
25,  (KH) 
276, 000 

091,877 
81.064 
135,  612 
94S,  790 
323,  474 
1.38.5. 116 
877,  483 
107. 306 
29,549 
286, 153 

181,904 
20,064 
29, 312 
225.  490 
37,  433 
139, 022 
119,969 
30,006 
4,  549 
10, 153 

182,  OOO 
21,000 
30,000 
226,000 
38,000 
140.00(XH) 
120,000 
31.000 
5,000 
11,000 

Los  Anpeles . 

Missouri . . . 

Ohio.,  .  ...  .  .....  . . .  . 

Upper  Mississippi _ 

AVest  Branch,  Susquehanna  River  .  _ 

White _ : _  .. 

Total . . . . 

804, 000 

Grand  total . 

805, 000 

Section  212 

This  seefion  identifies  tifle  I  of  the  bill  as  the  Pdood  Control  Act 
of  1962. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  laAv  made  by  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  are  shoAvn  as  folloAvs  (existing  laAv  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  iieAv  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
laAv  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shoAvn  in  roman)  : 
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Pi'BLic  Law  8‘26 — 84th  Longuess 
(July  "28, 195(),  U.S.C\  420e-h) 

Be  it  erutcted  hi/  the  Senate  and  lIo\a^e  of  Re i>rexentativefi  of  the 
Umted  States  of  Am^nca  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  authorizing'  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  protecting 
the  shores  of  publicly  owned  property”,  approved  August  lo,  194G,  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows  :  “That  (a)  witli  the  purpose  of  pre¬ 
venting  damage  to  the  shores  of  the  United  States,  its  Territories  and 
possessions  and  promoting  and  encouraging  the  healthful  recreation 
of  the  people,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  TTnited 
States,  subject  to  the  following  provisions  of  this  Act  to  assist  in  the 
construction,  but  not  the  maintenance,  of  works  for  the  restoration 
and  ]irotection  against  erosion,  by  waves  and  currents,  of  the  shores  of 
the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  possessions. 

“(b)  The  Federal  contribution  in  the  case  of  any  project  referred 
to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  exceed  [one-thir  cl3  one-half  of  the  cost  of 
the  project,  and  the  remainder  shall  be  paid  by  the  State,  municipality, 
or  other  political  subdivision  in  which  the  ]iroject  is  located 
,  except  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the  restoration  and  p'rotection  of 
Federal  property  shall  he  hotme  fidly  by  the  Federal  Government ^  and. 
further,  the  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  a  project  for  restora¬ 
tion  and  protection,  of  State,  county,  and  other  publicly  owned  shore 
parks  and  conservation  areas  may  be,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  not  mare  than  70  per  centum  of  the  tot(d  cost  exchisire  of 
land  costs,  when  such  areas;  Include  a  zone  v'hich  excludes  permanent 
huma,n  habitation ;  include  but  are  not  limited  to  recreational  beaches: 
satisfy  adequate  criteria  for  conservation  and  development  of  the  na¬ 
tural  resources  of  the  environment ;  extend  landward  a  sufficient  dis¬ 
tance  to  include,  tvhere  appropnate,  protective  dunes,  bluffs,  or  other 
natural  features  which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands  fromdamage;  and 
provide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate  public  use,  all 
of  which  shall  meet  u'ith  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  E ngineevs ; 

“(c)  When  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  the  most  suit¬ 
able  and  economical  remedial  measures  would  be  provided  by  periodic 
beach  nourishment,  the  teiin  ‘construction  may  be  constnied  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  to  include  the  deposit  of  sand  till  at  suitable  inter- 
\  als  of  time  to  furnish  sand  supply  to  project  shores  for  a  length  of 
time  specified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineei’S. 

“(d)  Shores  other  than  public  will  be  eligible  for  Federal  assistance 
if  there  is  benefit  such  as  that  arising  from  public  use  or  from  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  nearby  public  projiei-ty  or  if  the  benefits  to  those  shores  ax‘e 
incidental  to  the  project,  and  the  Federal  contribution  to  the  project 
shall  be  adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  degree  of  such  benefits. 

“(e)  Xo  Federal  contribution  shall  be  made  with  I'esjiect  to  a  project 
under  this  Act  unless  the  plan  therefor  shall  have  been  specifically 
adopted  and  authorized  by  Congress  after  investigation  and  study  by 
the  Leach  Ei'osion  Board  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Fiver 
and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3,  1930,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  or,  in  the  case  of  a  small  project  under  section  2  of  this 
Act,  unless  the  plan  therefor  has  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers’’'’ ;  and 
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Q“Sec.  2.  When  the  Chief  of  Enejneei’S  shall  find  that  any  such 
project  has  been  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  authorized  plans 
and  specifications  he  shall  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  State,  municipality, 
or  other  political  subdivision  involved  the  amount  authorized  by 
Cong-ress. 

“Sec.  3.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may,  in  his  discretion,  from  time 
to  time,  make  payments  on  such  const inction  as  the  work  progresses, 
but  these  payments,  including  previous  payments,  if  any,  shall  not  be 
more  than  the  United  States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  labor  and 
materials  which  have  been  actually  put  into  such  construction  in  con¬ 
formity  to  said  plans  and  specifications:  Provided^  That  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  restoration  and  protective  works  under  this  Act  may  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  upon  the  request  of,  and  contribution 
of  I’equired  funds  by,  the  interested  State,  municipality,  or  other  po¬ 
litical  subdivision.] 

‘‘‘’Sec.  The  Secreta'i'y  of  the  Ai'my  in  hereby  authorized  to  reira- 
burse  local  interests  for  v)ork  done  by  them.,  after  initiation  of  the 
mrvey  studies  which  for7n  the  basis  for  the  project.,  on  authorized 
projects  lohich  individualhj  do  not  exceed  $1,000,000  in  total  cost: 
Provided.,  That  the  toorh  which  mmj  have  been  done  on  the  projects 
is  approved  by  the  Chwf  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordaivce  with 
the  authorized  projects:  Provided,  further.  That  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  subject  to  appropiiations  applicable  thereto  or  fund  available 
therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other  pending  projects  of 
higher  priority  forimprovemsnts. 

'‘‘Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Anny  is  hereby  authorized  to  under¬ 
take  constructian  of  small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and  protection 
projects  not  specifically  a.uthorized  by  Congress,  which  otherwise  com¬ 
ply  with  section  1  of  this  Act.  when  he  finds  that  such  work  is  advis¬ 
able.  and  he  is  further  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exce^  $3,000,000 
for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  s-ueh  projects:  Provided.  That  not  more  than  $100,000  shall 
be  allotted  for  this  purpose  for  any  single  project  and  the  total 
amo'unt  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  project  under  this  section  including  periodic  nourishment 
as  provided  for  under  section  1(c)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further. 
That  the  provision,s  of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  1  of  this 
Act  shall  apply :  And  provided  further.  That  the  xcork  shall  be  com¬ 
plete  in  itself  and  shall  not  com, mil  the  United  States  to  amj  addi¬ 
tional  improvement  to  imure  its  successful  operation,  except  for 
participation  in  periodic  beach  nourishment  in  accordance  with  section 
1(c)  of  this  Act.  and  as  may  result  from  the  normal  procedure  apply¬ 
ing  to  projects  authorized  after  submission  of  survey  reports."" 

(b)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relating  to  surveys  of  rivers  and 
harbors  shall  apply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore  protection  and  any 
expenses  incident  and  necessary  to  investigation  and  study  shall  be 
paid  from  funds  for  general  investigations,  civil  functions.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  and  section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
approved  Jidy  3. 1930.  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  126) .  is  modified  to  the 
extent  m consistent  herewith. 
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(c)  The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  in  deter - 
mining  the  amov/txts  of  Federal  participation  in  or  payments  toward 
the  costs  of  authorized  projects  which  have  not  heen  substantially 
completed  prior  to  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act^  and  the  Chief  of 
Engineers^  through  the  Beach  Erosion  Boards  is  authorized  mid 
directed  to  recompute  the  amounts  of  Federal  contribution  toward 
the  costs  of  such  projects  accordingly. 

“Sec.  4.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  word  ‘shores’  includes  all  the  shore¬ 
lines  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  the 
Great  Lakes,  and  lakes,  estuaries,  and  bays  directly  connected 
therewith.” 


PuKiJC  Law  500 — 85th  Oon(u:ess 

SECTlOX  lit) 

(f)  Tliere  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$2,000,000  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  [.]  ,  ’•‘‘and  upon 
completion  of  transfer  to  the  said  State  of  all  right title.,  and  interest 
of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  carud  in  accordance  laith  the  agree¬ 
ment  executed.  December  H.  I960.,  between  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  repreoientatives  of  said  State.,  the  additional  sum  of  $800f)00  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropHated  to  be  expended  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.,  or  by  said  State.,  for  the  repair  and  modification  of  any 
canal  properties  and  appurtenances^  notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  110  (b)  hereof.'"’ 


Prime  Law  500,  85th  Gonoress 
Ei.oyi)  RIVER  and  'nnr.rTARiEH,  iowa 
(ir.  Doc.  417,  84th  Cong.) 

Provided  responsible  local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  (a)  furnish  without  cost  to 
the  United  St:ites  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  (b)  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  [(c)  make  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary  road,  highway,  highway  bridge, 
and  utility  alterations  and  additions;  ]  /  (c)  make  without  cost  to  the 
Ignited  States  all  necessary  road.,  highway.,  highway  bridges  other 
than  those  required  to  carry  Interstate-  Tlighaoa-y  29  over  the  relocated 
Diver,  and  utility  alterations  and  additions;  (d)  contribute  in  cash 
0.84  percent  of  the  estimated  first  cost  of  the  work  for  which  the 
United  States  would  be  responsible,  a  contribution  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $65,000;  (e)  upon  authorization  of  the  project,  to  take  all 
possible  action  under  Iowa  law,  short  of  actual  purchase,  to  prevent 
additional  developments  within  the  right-of-way  that  might  increase 
the  overall  cost  of  the  project;  and  (f)  maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
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PcHLU’  Laav  685 — 84tii  (\)X(;i!kss 

Skv.  205.  'riiat  the  Secretary  of  tlie  Arm}’  is  hereby  autliorized  to 
allot  fi’om  any  ai)i)roi)riations  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  for  Hood 
control,  not  to  exceed  [$10, ()()(), OOOj  $25^()()0,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year 
for  the  construction  of  [small  Hood-control  j)rojects]  small  jyroject  for 
f  ood  control  and  related  purposes  not  speciHcally  authorized  by  Con¬ 
gress,  and  not  within  areas  intended  to  be  j)rotected  by  projects  so  au¬ 
thorized,  which  come  within  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  June  22,  1986,  when  in  the  o})inion  of  the  Chief  of 
Enyineers  such  work  is  advisable:  V  ^rovUled^  That  not  more  than 
$400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  at  any  single  locality  from 
the  appropriations  for  any  one  fiscal  year:]  Provided,  That  not  more 
than  ilOPOOfiOO  shall  he  allotted  under  this  section  for  a  project  at 
any  single  locality  and  ths  amount  allotted  shall  he  suffcient  to  com¬ 
plete  Federal  participation  in  the  pi'oject  and;  Provided  further.  That 
the  piovisions  of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  3  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  as  amended,  shall  a]iply :  xVnd  provided 
furthei’.  That  the  work  shall  be  complete  in  itself  and  not  commit  the 
Thiited  States  to  any  additional  improvement  to  insure  its  successful 
operation,  except  as  may  result  from  the  normal  procedure  a])plying 
to  projects  authorized  after  submission  of  preliminary  examination 
ami  survey  I’eports. 


Pi’BLic  Law  99 — 84th  (''ox(;ress 
(Approved  June  28,  1955,  69  Stat.  186) 

lie  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representativex  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ^  That  section  5  of 
the  Flood  Control  xVct  of  Aug’ust  iS,  1941,  as  amended  by  section  210 
of  the  Flood  (hntrol  Act  of  1950,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “That  there  is  liereby  authorized  an  emergency  fund  in 
the  amount  of  $15,000,000  to  be  expended  in  Hood  emergency  ])repa- 
ration;  in  Hood  figliting  and  rescue  operations,  or  in  the  repair  or 
restoration  of  any  Hood-control  woi'k  threatened  or  destroyed  by 
flood,  including  the  strengthening,  raising,  extending,  or  other  modi¬ 
fication  thereof  as  may  be  necessaiy  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
Pnigineers  for  the  adequate  functioning  of  the  work  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  LI  ;  in  the  emergency  protection  of  federally  authorized  hurri¬ 
cane  or  shore  protection  being  threatened  rohen  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  such  protection,  is  warranted  to  protect  against 
imminent  and  substantial  loss  to  life  and  property ;  in  the  repair  and 
resto ration  of  any  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  protective 
structure  damage  or  destroyed  by  mind,  wave,  or  mater  action  of  other 
than  an  ordinary  nature  mhen  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  such  repair  and  restoration  is  marranted  for  the  adequate  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  structure  for  hurricane  or  shore  protection.  The 
appropriation  of  such  moneys  for  the  initial  establishment  of  this 
fund  and  for  its  reiilenishment  on  an  annual  basis,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized:  Provided,  That  pending  the  appropriation  of  said  sum,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  allot,  from  existing  [flood  control]  civU 
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functions  appropriations,  such  sums  as  niay  be  necessary  for  the 
immediate  prosecution  of  the  Avork  herein  authorized,  such  appropri¬ 
ations  to  be  reimbui'sed  from  the  appropriation  herein  authorized 
when  made.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  authorized,  in  the  prosecution 
of  work  in  connection  with  rescue  operations,  or  in  conducting  other 
[flood]  emergency  woi’k,  to  acquire  on  a  rental  basis  such  motor  ve¬ 
hicles,  including  passenger  cars  and  buses,  as  in  his  discretion  are 
deemed  necessary.” 


Pcni.ic  Law  780 — 881)  Coxoukss 

TITLE  1 - KIVEKS  AND  llAKBORS 

Sec.  209.  'Fhat  section  d  of  the  Act  approved  eluly  24,  1946  (Public, 
Numbered  526,  T9tli  (''ongress),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The 
Cliief  of  Engineers,  under  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  is  autliorized  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  public  park 
and  recreational  facilities  [in  reservoir  areas  under  the  control  of 
tlie  T)epartment  of  the  Army,  and  to  permit  tlie  construction,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  operation  of  sucli  facilities.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  also  authorized  to  grant  leases  of  lands,  including  structures  or  fa¬ 
cilities  thereon,  in  reservoir  areas  for  such  periods,  and  upon  such 
terms  and  for  such  purposes  as  he  ma}^  deem  reasonable  in  the  public 
interest :]  at  irafer  resource  development  projects  vnder  the  control 
of  the  Department  of  the  Amny^  to  permit  the  constrnctio-ii  of  xuch 
facilitie.s  hy  local  mterests  {particularly  those  to  he  operated  and 
maintained  hy  such  interests)  ^  and  to  permit  the  maintenonce  and 
operation  of  such  facilities  hy  local  interests.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  also  authorized  to  grant  leases  of  lands,  including  structures 
or  facilities  thereon,  at  water  resource  development  projects  for  such 
periods,  and  upon  such  terms  and  for  such  purposes  as  he  muy  deem 
reasonahle  in  the  public  interest:  Pi’OA'ided,  That  leases  to  nonprofit 
organizations  for  park  or  recreational  jiurjioses  may  be  granted  at  re¬ 
duced  or  nominal  considerations  in  recogTiition  of  the  public  service 
to  be  rendered  in  utilizing  the  leased  premises:  Provided  further. 
That  preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal,  State,  or  local  goi'ern- 
mental  agencies,  and  licenses,  or  leases  Avhere  approjiriate,  may  be 
granted  without  monetaiy  considerations,  to  such  agencies  for  the  use 
of  all  or  any  portion  of  a  [reservoir]  project  area  for  any  public 
purpose,  when  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines  such  action  to 
be  in  the  ])ublic  interest,  and  for  such  periods  of  time  and  upon  such 
conditions  as  he  nia}'  find  adidsable:  And  provided  further,  That  in 
an}'  such  lease  or  license  to  a  Federal,  State,  or  local  governmental 
agency  which  involves  lands  to  be  utilized  foi’  the  dei'clopment  and 
conservation  of  fish  and  Avildlife,  forests,  or  other  natural  resources, 
the  licensee  or  lessee  may  be  authorized  to  cut  timber  and  harv'est 
crops  as  may  be  necessary  to  further  such  beneficial  uses  and  to  collect 
and  utilize  the  proceeds  of  any  sales  of  timber  and  crops  in  the  de¬ 
velopment,  conservation,  maintenance  and  utilization  of  such  lands. 
Any  balance  of  proceeds  not  so  utilized  shall  be  paid  to  the  United 
States  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  de- 
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termine  appropi’iate.  The  water  areas  of  all  such  [reservoirs]  froj- 
ects  shall  be  open  to  public  use  generally,  without  charge,  for  boating, 
swimming,  bathing,  fishing,  and  other  recreational  purposes,  and 
ready  access  to  and  exit  from  such  [water]  areas  along  the  shores  of 
such  [reservoirs]  projects  shall  be  maintained  for  general  public  ;ise, 
when  such  use  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  not  to  be 
contrary  to  the  public  interest,  all  under  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny  may  deem  necessary.  Xo  use  of  any 
area  to  which  this  section  applies  shall  be  permitted  which  is  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  laws  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  game  of  the 
State  in  which  such  area  is  situated.  All  moneys  received  by  the 
United  States  for  leases  or  privileges  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts.” 

[Sec.  207.  (a)  That  whenever,  in  connection  with  the  construction 
of  any  authorized  flood  control,  navigation  or  multiple- purpose  project 
for  the  development  of  water  resources,  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  un¬ 
der  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  detennines  it  to  be 
in  the  public  interest  to  utilize  existing  public  roads  as  a  means  of 
providing  access  to  such  projects  during  construction,  he  may,  at  his 
discretion,  improve,  reconstruct  and  maintain  such  roads  and  he  may 
contract  with  the  local  authority  having  jurisdiction  over  the.  roads 
to  accomplish  the  necessary  work.  The  accomplishment  of  such  work 
may  be  carried  out  with  or  without  obtaining  any  interest  in  the 
laud  on  which  the  road  is  located  in  accordance  with  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  bet  ween  the  parties :  Provided^  ( 1 )  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
detennines  that  such  work  would  result  in  a  saving  in  Federal  cost 
as  opposed  to  the  cost  of  providing  a  new  access  road  at  Federal  ex¬ 
pense,  (2)  That,  at  the  completion  of  construction,  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  will,  if  necessary,  restore  the  road  to  at  least  as  good  condition 
as  prior  to  the  beginning  of  utilization  for  access  during  construc¬ 
tion,  and  (3)  That,  at  the  completion  of  construction,  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  improvement,  reconstruction  and 
maintenance  shall  cease. 

(b)  That,  for  such  water  resources  projects,  under  construction  or 
to  be  constructed,  when  the  taking  by  the  Federal  Government  of  an 
existing  public  road  necessitates  replacement,  the  substitute  provided 
will  as  nearly  as  practicable  serve  in  the  same  maimer  and  reasonably 
as  well  as  the  existing  road.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  authorized 
to  construct  such  substitute  roads  to  design  standards  comparable  to 
those  of  the  State  in  which  the  road  is  located,  for  roads  of  the  same 
classification  as  the  road  being  replaced.  The  traffic  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  taking  shall  be  used  in  the  determination  of  the 
classification.] 

“Xcc.  207 .  {a)  'Wh^n  used  in  this  sectio'c — 

"{I)  The  term  ‘•Agency’’  means  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army  or  the  Btrreav.  of  Reclamation,  United  States  Department  of 
the  Inferior,  nrhichever  has  jurisdiction  over  the  project  concerned. 
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“(^)  The  term  ’'head  of  the  Agency  concerned'’  means  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  or  the  Commissioner^  Bureau  of  Reclamation^  or  their  re¬ 
spective  designees. 

“(<?)  The  term  ’water  resources  projects  to  he  constructed  in  the 
future’’  includes  all  projects  not  yet  actually  tinder  construction.,  and., 
to  the  extent  of  work  remaining  to  he  completed.,  includes  projects  pres¬ 
ently  under  construction  where  road  relocations  or  identif/ihle  com¬ 
ponents  thereof  are  not  complete  as  of  the  date  of  this  section. 

“(^)  The  term  ’time  of  the  taking"’  is  the  date  of  the  relocation 
agreement.,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  condemnation  proceeding.,  or  a 
date  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  as  the  date  of  taking. 

”{hj  Whenever.,  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  any  au¬ 
thorized  flood  control.,  navigation.,  irrigation.,  or  multiple-purpose 
project  for  the  development  of  water  resources.,  the  head  of  the  Agency 
concerned  determines  it  to  he  in  the  public  interest  to  utilize  existing 
puhlic  roads  as  a  means  of  providing  access  to  such  projects  during 
■constniction.,  such  Agency  may  improve.,  reconstruct.,  and  maintain 
such  roads  and  may  contract  with  the  local  authority  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  the  roads  to  accomplish  the  necessary  work.  The  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  s^ich  work  of  improvement  may  he  carried  out  with  or  nvithout 
obtaining  any  interest  in  the  land  on  tohich  the  road  is  located  in. 
accordance  xoith  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties:  Provided., 
(1)  That  the  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  determines  that  such  work 
would  result  in  a  saving  in  Federal  cost  as  opposed  to  the  cost  of 
jn'oviding  a  new  access  road  at  Federal  expense.,  (2)  that,  at  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction,  the  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  will,  if 
■necessary ,  restore  the  road  to  at  least  as  good  condition  as  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  utilization  for  access  during  construction,  and 
(S)  that,  at  the  completion  of  construction,  the  responsibility  of  the 
Agency  for  improvement,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  shall  cease. 

”(c)  For  tcater  resources  projects  to  be  constructed  in  the  future, 
when  the  taking  by  the  Federal  Government  of  an  existing  puMic 
road  necessitales  replacement,  the  substitute  provided  rvill,  as  nearly 
as  practicable,  serve  in  the  same  manner  and  reasonably  as  roell  as 
the  existing  road.  The  head  of  the  Agency  concerned,  is  authorized 
to  construct  such  substitute  roads  to  design  standards  comparable  to 
those  of  the  State,  or,  where  applicable  State  standards  do  not  exist, 
those  of  the  owning  political,  division  in  which  the  road  is  located, 
for  roads  of  the  same  classification  as  the  road  being  replaced.  The 
traffic  existing  at  the  time  of  the  taking  shall  be  used  in  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  classification.  In  any  case  cohere  a  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof  requests  that  such  a  substitute  road  be  constructed 
to  a  highe,r  standard  than  that  provided  in  the  preceding  provisions 
of  this  subsection,  and  pays,  prior  to  commencement  of  such  construc¬ 
tion,  the  additional  costs  involved,  due  to  such  higher  standard,  such 
Agevrry  head  is  astthorized,  to  construct  such  road  to  such  higher 
standard,.  Federal  costs  under  the  provi.sions  of  this  subsection  shall 
be  part  of  the  nonreimbursable  project  costs.'’’’ 
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:MIX()]UTY  views  ox  the  kxowles  project  and 

THE  (TTIXA  GARDEXS  PROJECT 

The  undersigned  believe  the  testimony  before  the  Committee  raised 
reasonable  grounds  for  further  consideration  of  the  Knowles  Project 
and  the  China  Gardens  Project.  We  believe  the  two  projects  should 
be  deleted  from  this  bill. 

The  Knowdes  Project  on  the  Flathead  River  in  Montana  was  (piite 
controversial  with  impressive  testimony,  as  the  printed  hearings  s1k)w, 
raising  considerable  doubt  on  the  following  ])oints : 

{ 1 )  It  is  an  economic  detriment  to  the  area. 

( )  It  is  not  a  feasible  project. 

( 8 )  It  is  not  needed  for  flood  control . 

(4)  It  would  lie  detrimental  to  recreation  and  fish,  wildlife  and 
other  conservation  resources. 

( 5)  There  are  feasible  alternative  projects  available. 

(6)  Treaty  Rights  of  the  Flathead  Indians  aie  jeopardized  by  the 
Project. 

The  China  Gardens  Project  on  tlie  Snake.  River  in  Idaho  and 
Oregon  would  also  function  as  a  regulating  project  for  the  High 
Mountain  Sheep  Project  upstream.  The  High  Mountain  Sheep  Proj¬ 
ect  has  lieen  deferred.  Therefore,  it  seems  the  China  Gardens  Project 
should  be  deferred  for  further  consideration. 

A  non-Federal  entity  that  has  a  pending  license  application  with 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  for  High  Alountain  Sheep  has  com¬ 
mitted  itself,  during  hearings  before  the  Subcommittee,  to  undertake 
the  construction  of  the  China  Gardens  Project  if  a  license  is  issued 
to  it  for  the  High  Mountain  Sheep  Project.  The  (piestion  of  license 
should  be  re.solved  within  a  year. 

It  is  evident  that  no  construction  funds  for  China  Gardens  are  to  lie 
voted,  and  that  none  have  been  or  will  be  requested  in  the  current 
year. 

The  non-Federal  entity  has  indicated  no  objection  to  Federal  con¬ 
struction  of  China  Gardens  should  a  license  for  High  Mountain  Sheep 
be  denied  to  it.  Accordingly,  nothing  is  lost  by  postponiiifr  action 
on  China  Gardens. 

We  see  no  justification  for  Federal  construction  of  a  project  where 
a  competent,  resourceful,  non-Federal  body  stands  ready  to  build 
the  same  project  and  provide  the  same  public  benefits. 

J.  CaTxEb  Boofjs. 

Jack  Miller. 

James  B.  Pearsox. 

Maurice  J.  Murphy,  Jr. 
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APPENDIX 


List  of  projects  by  States — S.  3S7S  as  reported 

Slate  and  project 

Alabama: 

(N)  Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam _ 

Alaska: 

(P)  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet _ 

(P)  Snettisham  project  near  Juneau _ 

Arizona: 

(FC)  Gila  River — Camelsback  Reservoir _ 

(FC)  Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock 

(FC)  Pinal  Creek _ 

Arkansas: 

(FC)  Arkansas- Red  Rivers,  water  quality _ 

(FC)  Russellville  (Dardanelle  lock  and  dam) _ 

(FC)  Village  Creek,  Jackson  and  Lawrence  Counties _ 

(FC)  Village  Creek  (White  River  and  Mayberry) _ 

(MP)  White  River  Basin  authorization _ 

California: 

(MP)  Alameda  Creek _ 

(MP)  Chowchilla  River  (Buchanan  Reservoir) _ 

(FC)  Corte  Madera  Creek _ 

(N)  Dana  Point  Harbor _ 

(MP)  Fresno  River  (Hidden  Reservoir) _ 

(MP)  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  authorization _ 

(FC)  Mormon  Slough _ 

(N)  Noyo  River  and  Harbor _ 

(N)  Oakland  Harbor _ 

(N)  Oakland  Harbor  (Fruitvale  Bridge) _ 

(BE)  Orange  County _ 

(FC)  Redwood  Creek _ 

(MP)  Russian  River — Dry  Creek _ _ _ 

(FS)  Santa  Barbara  County  streams _ 

(N)  Santa  Barbara  Harbor _ 

(MP)  Stanislaus  River  (New  Meloens  Rescrvior) _ 

(BE)  Ventura-Pierpont  area _ 

(FS)  Sacramento  River  Basin  and  northern  streams _ 

(FS)  Sacramento  River — Battle  Creek _ 

Connecticut: 

(HFP)  Mystic — Groton _ 

(FC)  Naugatuck  River,  Ansonia-Derby _ 

(HFP)  New  London _ 

(HFP)  Westport _ 

Florida: 

(FC)  Boggy  Creek  (C.  &  S.) _ 

(N)  Canaveral  Habor _ 

(MP)  Central  and  southern  authorization _ 

(FC)  Cutler  drain  (C.  &  S.) _ 

(FC)  Four  River  Basins _ 

(N)  Key  West  Harbor _ 

(BE)  Palm  Beach  County _ 

(N)  Pensacola  Harbor _ _ 

(FC)  Shingle  ()!reek _ 

(FC)  South  Dade  County  (C.  &S.) _ 

(^)  Tampa  Harbor — Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels.. 

(BE)  Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne _ 

(FC)  West  Palm  Beach  Canal _ 

(FS)  Waccasassa  River,  Levy  County _ 

See  Code  at  end  of  table. 


Estimated  cost 

$500,  000 

45,  750,  000 

41,  634,  000 

9,  770,  000 
18,  255,  000 
1,  300,  000 

300,  000 
1,  400,  000 
1,  968,  000 
1,  018,  000 
11,  000,  000 

14,  680,  000 

13,  585,  000 

5,  534,  000 
3,  730,  000 

14,  338,  000 
38,  000,  000 

1,  960,  000 
13,  231,  000 

6,  775,  000 

1,  750,  000 

2,  845,  000 
2,  580,  000 

42,  400,  000 


3,  000,  000 
113,  717,  000 
515,  000 


1,  490,  000 
5,  620,  000 

2,  401,  000 
217,  000 

1,  176,  000 
5,  076,  000 

30,  000,  000 

2,  063,  000 
57,  760,  000 

820,  000 
128,  800 
424,  000 

3,  250,  000 
13,  388,  000 

997,  000 
220,  000 
3,  220,  000 
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Stale  and  project 

Georgia:  Estimated  cost 

(MP)  Chattahoochee  River  at  Westpoint _  $52,  900,  000 

(MP)  Flint  River _  151,820,000 

(NS)  Kings  Bay  deepwater  channel -  - 

(N)  Savannah  Harbor  turning  basin _  605,  000 

Hawaii: 

(FS)  Harbors  in  Hawaii _ -  - 

(N)  Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai _  7,  919,  000 

(FS)  Waimea  River,  Kokee  Area _  _ 

(FS)  Waipio  River,  Kohala-IIamakua  coast _  _ 


Idaho : 

(MP)  Upper  Snake  River — Blackfoot _  829,  000 

(MP)  Upper  Snake  River — Burns  Creek _  52,  000,  000 

(MP)  Upper  Snake  River — Ririe _  7,  027,  000 

Illinois: 

(N)  Calumet  Harbor _  11,  464,  000 

(N)  Chicago  Harbor _  1,  505,  000 

(FC)  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  3 _  986,  000 

(FC)  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and  Levee 

District  No.  2 _  1,  112,  000 

(MP)  Illinois  River  comprehensive _ 71,465,000 

(N)  Illinois  Waterway  duplicate  locks _  40,  000,  000 

(N)  Kaskaskia  River _  58,  200,  000 

(FCS)  Kaskaskia  River  levees  (local  cooperation) _ 

(FC)  Prairie  Du  Pont  Levee  and  Sanitary  District _  921,  000 

(MP)  Rend  Lake _  35,  500,  000 

(FC)  Richland  Creek _  4,  995,  000 

(FC)  Rock  River,  Rockford _  7,  228,  000 

(FC)  W’ abash  River  at  Mount  Carmel _  1,  417,  000 

Iowa: 

(FC)  Floyd  River _  750,  000 

(FC)  Indian  Creek _  1,  270,  000 

(FC)  Mississippi  River  at  Guttenberg _  729,  000 

(FC)  Mississippi  River — Hampton,  Ill.,  to  Cassville,  Wis-.  5,  350,  000 

(N)  Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minne¬ 
apolis,  Minn _  1,  205,  OOC 

(MP)  Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin  authorization _  31,  000,  000 

Kansas : 

(FC)  Arkansas  River,  Dodge  City _  2,  133,  000 

(MP)  Big  Hill  Creek _  3,  785,  000 

(FC)  Cow  Creek _  1,560,000 

(MP)  Kansas  River _  88,  070,  000 

(FC)  White  Clay  Creek  at  Atchison _  3,495,000 

Kentucky: 

(MP)  Kentucky  River _  26,  020,  000 

(FS)  Cumberland  River,  Barkley  Dam  (water  and  sewage)  _  _ 

Louisiana: 

(N)  Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand  Caillou,  Du 

Large,  and  connecting  channels _  45,  000 

(N)  Calcasieu  River  saltwater  barrier _  3,  310,  000 

(FS)  Lake  Pontchartrain,  north  shore _  _ 

(N)  Mississippi  River — Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf _  357,  000 

(N)  Mississippi  River — Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf,  Devils 

Swamp _  299,  500 

(HFP)  Mississippi  River  Delta  at  New  Orleans _  7,  502,  000 

(FC)  Red  River  and  Tribs,  Natchitoches _  1,  293,  000 

Maine: 

(N)  Carvers  Harbor _  205,  000 

(NS)  Falmouth  Harbor _  _ 

(N)  Kennebunk  Harbor _  270,  000 

(N)  Narraguagus  River _  500,  000 

(N)  Portland  Harbor _  8,  340,  000 

(N)  Portsmouth  Harbor _  7,  500,  000 

(N)  Searsport  Harbor _  700,  000 

See  Code  at  end  of  table. 
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State  and  project 

Maryland;  Estimated  coat 

(MP)  Potomac  River,  North  Branch _  $50,  965,  000 

Massachusetts: 

(N)  Chelsea  Harbor _  2,  843,  000 

(N)  Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  River _  7,  050,  000 

(N)  Gloucester  Harbor _  1,  lOO,  000 

(N)  Marblehead  Harbor _  1,  752,  000 

(BE)  New  Bedford,  Clarks  Point _  60,  000 

(N)  Plymouth  Harbor -  1,  200,  000 

(NS)  Point  Shirle.y  and  Deer  Island _  _ 

(HFP)  Wareham-Marion _  3,  811,  500 

Michigan: 

(N)  Caseville  Harbor _  327,  000 

(N)  Gladstone,  Kipling  (Little  Bay  deNoc) _  350,  000 

(N)  Leland  Harbor _  485,  000 

(N)  Muskegon  Harbor -  609,  000 

(N)  New  Buffalo  Harbor _  667,  000 

(N)  Ontonagon  Harbor _  4,  741,  000 

(FC)  River  Rouge -  8,  659,  000 

(N)  Rouge  River -  257,  000 

(N)  Saginaw  River - -  4,  780,  000 

Minnesota: 

(FC)  Warroad  River  and  Bulldog  Creek _  972,  000 

Mississippi: 

(MP)  Chunky  Creek,  Pascagoula  River _  6,  740,  000 

(N)  Pascagoula  Harbor _  4,  870, 000 

Missouri; 

(N)  Mississippi  River,  Clarksville _  103,  300 

(FC)  Mississippi  River,  Hampton,  Ill.,  to  Mile  300 _  9,  289,  000 

(FC)  Mississippi  River,  Ste.  Genevieve  and  St.  Marys _  2,  500,  000 

(MPi  Missouri  River  Basin  Authorization; 

Corps  of  Engineers -  140,  000,  000 

Bureau  of  Reclamation _  100,  000,  000 

(MPi  Osage  River  (Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir) _  43,  245,  000 

(MP)  Salt  River -  63,  300,  000 

(N)  Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County _  195,  000 

Nebraska: 

(FC)  Papillion  Creek _  2,  122,  000 

Nevada: 

(FC)  Truckee  River _  2,  385,  000 

New  Hampshire: 

(BE)  New  Hampshire  shoreline _  88, 000 

New  Jersey: 

(NS)  Brigantine  Inlet _  _ 

(NS)  Corsons  Inlet _  _ 

(NS)  Little  Egg  Inlet _  _ 

(HFP  Raritan  and  Sandy  Hook  Bays _  3,  097,  000 

&  BE) 

^N)  ^  Raritan  River _  Maintenance 

New  Mexico: 

(FC)  Alamagordo _  2, 040, 000 

(FC)  Rio  Grande,  Las  Cruces _  3,  350,  000 

New  York: 

(FC)  Allegheny  River,  Salamanca _  1,  390,  000 

(N)  Buffalo  Harbor _  2, 797, 000 

(N)  Buttermilk  Channel _  2,226,000 

(N)  Flushing  Bay _  1,  695, 000 

(N)  Great  Lakes-Hudson  River  Waterway  authorization..  1,000,000 

(N)  Great  Sodus  Harbor _  765,  000 

(N)  Little  Neck  Bay _  2,  185,  000 

(N)  Oswego  Harbor _  1,  180,  000 

(FC)  Rondout  Creek  and  Wallkill  River _  5,111,000 

See  Code  at  end  of  table. 
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Hate  and  project 

North  Carolina: 

(MP)  Capo  Fear  River _ 

(HFP)  Carolina  Beach _ 

(BE)  Fort  Alacon — Atlantic  Beach _ 

(N)  Rollinson  Channel _ 

(N)  Wilmington  Harbor _ 

(HFP)  Wright.sville  Beach _ 

North  Dakota: 

(MP)  Grand  River  Basin _ 

(FS)  Dahe  and  Garrison  Reservoirs,  sewage  treatment  facil¬ 

ities  at  Bismarck  and  Mandan,  N.  Dak. 

Ohio: 


(NS)  Auglaize  River  at  Wapakoneta _ 

(N)  C'leveland  Harbor _ 

(N)  Conneaut  Harbor _ 

(FC)  Crab  Creek  at  Youngstown _ 

(BE)  Eric  Coast — Marblehead _ 

(N)  Huron  Harbor _ 

(FC)  Kokosing _ 

(FC)  Alad  River  above  Huffman  Dam _ 

(MP)  Ohio  River  Basin  authorization _ 

(BE)  Ohio  Shore — Sheffield  Lake _ 

(FC)  Sandusky  River _ 

(MP)  Scioto  River _ ’  _ 

Oklahoma: 

(MP)  Arkansas  River  (Kaw  Re.servoir) _ 

(MP)  Arkansas  River  Basin  authorization _ 

(FS)  Arkansas  River — Eufaula  and  Keystone  Reservoirs.  _ 

(MP)  Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  Mountain  Fork  River _ 

(MP)  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs,  Kiaraichi  River 

(MP)  Verdigris  River _ _ 

(FC)  Wybark _ 

(FC)  Waurika  River _ 

Oregon; 

(N)  Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers _ 

(^)  Columbia  and  Lower  \\  illamette  Rivers  below  Van¬ 
couver _ 

(MP)  Columbia  River  Basin  authorization _ 

(MP)  Columbia  River  comprehensive _ 

(MP)  Rogue  River  and  tributaries _ 

Pennsylvania: 

(AIP)  Delaware  River _ 

(N)  Erie  Harbor _ 

(MP)  French  Creek _ 

Juniata  River  (Raystown  Reservoir) _ 

(FC)  Lackawanna  River _ 

(MP)  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  authorization. 

Rhode  Island: 

(HFP  Narragansett  Pier 

&  ^BE) 

(N)  Pawtuxet  Cove _ 

(HFP,  Point  Judith. 

BE  &  N) 

Tennessee: 

South  Fork,  Cumberland  River 

I exas ; 

Brazos  River  Basin  authorization _ 

( r  h)  Clear  Creek 

(FC)  Clear  Fork,  Br  azos  River _ 

(HFP)  Freeport  and  vicinity _ 

Inland  W'aterway,  Victoria _ 

Waterway,  La.  and  Tex.  section _ 

^  Inlajid  Waterway,  Palacios _ 

‘  fivtons  Creek  and  tributaries 

(HFP)  Port  Arthur _ - 

Code  at  end  of  table. 


Estimated  cost 

$25,  143,  000 
739,  000 
194,  000 
652,  000 
6,  370,  000 
345,  000 

2,  670,  000 


888,  000 

6,  179,  000 
2,  268,  000 

658,  500 
8,  557,  000 
2,  438,  000 

7,  930,  000 
120,  000,  000 

100,  300 
4,  300,  000 
55,  307,  000 

83,  230,  000 
182,  000,  000 

23,  800,' 656 

29,  748,  000 
62,  400,  000 


25,  019,  500 

493,  000 

20,  100,  000 
226,  000,  000 


106,  700,  000 

1 92,  400,  000 
671,  000 
23,  102,  000 
32,  150,  000 
3,  596,  000 
5,  000,  000 

1,  152,  000 

210,  000 

2,  414,  000 


151,  000,  000 

$21,  000,  000 

31,  200,  000 
3,  780,  000 
1,  590,  000 
25,  540,  000 
818,  000 


23,  380,  000 
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male  and  project 

Texas — Continued 

(FC)  Red  River  below  Denison  Dam - 

(N)  Sabine  Neches  Waterway - 

(FS)  !San  Bernard  River - 

(MP)  Trinity  River,  East  Fork - 

(N)  Trinity  River,  Wallisville —  - 

(FC)  Trinity,  West  Fork  (Fort  Worth  Floodway) 

(FC)  Vince 'and  Little  Vince  Bayous - 

(FC)  Wichita  River,  Lake  Kemp - 

Virginia; 

(N)  James  River - 

(N)  Lynnhaven  Inlet  and  Bay - 

(HFP)  Norfolk - - 

(BE)  Virginia  Beach - 

Washington: 

(N)  Kingston  Harbor  (Puget  Sound) - 

(FS)  Puget  Sound - -  - 

(N)  Swinomish  Channel  --  - 

(N)  Tacoma  Harbor - 

(MP)  Wynoochee  River - 

West  Virginia: 

(FC)  Buckhannon  River - 

(MP)  Guyandot - 

(MP)  Twelvepole  Creek - 

Wisconsin: 

(N)  (Jreen  Bay  Harbor - 

(N)  Kenosha  Harbor - 

(MP)  Kickapoo  River - 

(N)  Manitowoc  Harbor - 

(N)  Milwaukee  Harbor - 

(FC)  Pecatonica  River - 

P\ierto  Rico: 

(BE)  San  Juan - 

(FS)  Valenciana  Riv'er - 


Estimated  cost 


820,  SJO,  000 

23,  TOO,  000 
0,  102,  000 

5,  148,  000 
2,  224,  000 

6,  410,  000 

39,  000,  000 
1,  008,  000 
1,  537,  000 


428,  000 

887,  000 
2,  400,  000 
40,  211,  000 

1,  206,  000 
60,  477,  000 
11,  000,  000 

4,  270,  000 
673,  000 
15,  570,  000 
719,  000 
4,  029,  000 
850,  000 

65,  400 


T  otal 


3,  510,  885,  800 


Cock-: 

(N)  Navigation 
(FC)  Flood  control 
(BE)  Beach  erosion  control 
(MP)  Multiple  purpose' 


Code: 

(NS)  Navigation  survey 
(FS)  Flood-control  survey 
(HFP)  Hurricane-flood  protection 
(P)  Power 


Genekal  Legislation 


Section  102 — Reimbursement  for  beach  ero-sion. 

Section  103 — Beach  erosion  amendments. 

Section  104 — Aquatic  plant  control. 

Section  10.5 — Tramsfer  of  Illinois  and  Mississippi  to  State  of  Illinois. 

Section  106 — Compilation  of  survey  and  review  reports. 

Section  107 — Repair  of  Lock  and  Dam  No.  3,  Big  Sandy  River,  Ky. 

Section  108 — Authorizing  navigation  surveys. 

Section  109 — Shirt  title  of  bill. 

Section  206 — Small  projects  for  flood  control  and  other  puriwses. 

Section  207 — Fflood  control  emergency  funds,  $1.5  million. 

Section  208 — Amending  recreation  provision  of  the  flood  control  acts  to  include 
navigation  projects. 

Section  209 — Relocation  of  roads  in  reservoirs. 

Section  210— Authorizes  surveys. 

Section  211 — Basin  authorization  for  Mis.souri  River  Basin  for  Bureau  ot 
Reclamation,  $100  million. 

Section  212 — Short  title  of  bill. 
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87th  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2220 

S.  3773 

[Report  No.  2258] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  1, 1962 

Mr.  Kerr  (for  Mr.  Chavez),  from  the  Committee  on  Public  \Vorks,  reported 
the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  ordered  to  he  placed  on  tlie 
calendar 


A  BILL 

Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
pubhc  works  on  rivers  and  harltors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  wotks  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

7  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

8  Army  and  supervision  of  tlie  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord- 

9  ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom- 

10  mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
I 


2 


1  hereinafter  designated:  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of 

2  section  1  of  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2, 

3  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 

4  first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  i)rojects  author- 

5  ized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with 

6  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  iinprove- 

7  nient  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and 

8  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  appl}^  as  if  herein  set  forth 
^  in  full : 

NAVIGATION 

Narraguagus  Eiver,  Maine :  House  Document  Numbered 

12  530,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

13  $500,000; 

14  Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine:  Senate  Document 

15  Numbered  118,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

16  cost  of  $205,000; 

11"  Searsport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 

18  500,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

19  $700,000; 

20  Portland  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 

21  216,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

22  $8,340,000; 

23  Kennebunk  Eiver,  Maine:  House  Document  Nunil)ered 

24  459^  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

25  $270,000; 
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Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  Eiver,  Maine  and 
New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered  482,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts :  House  Document 
Numbered  341,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,100,000; 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document 
Numbered  516,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  350,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,843,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  Biver,  Massachusetts: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  126,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,050,000; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  124,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  236.  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $210,000; 

Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  Biver  Waterway,  New  York: 
Biver  and  Harbor  Committee  Document  Numbered  20, 
Seventy-third  Congress,  for  the  further  partial  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  approved  plan  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
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appropriated,  in  addition  to  sums  previously  authorized, 

$1,000,000; 

Little  J^eck  Bay,  I^ew  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  510,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,185,000; 

Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  551,  Eighty-seventh  Congi’ess,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,695,000; 

Buttermilk  Channel,  New  York:  House  Docmnent 
Numbered  483,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,226,000; 

Earitan  Eiver,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  455,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Vir¬ 
ginia  :  House  Document  Numbered  580,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,068,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authonzing  re¬ 
imbursement  to  local  interests  for  the  Long  Creek-Broad 
Bay  Canal  Bridge ; 

James  Eiver,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
586,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$39,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  authorization  shall  expire 
after  a  period  of  five  years  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project 
within  that  time:  And  provided  further.  That  prior  to  con- 
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1  struction,  there  will  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  a  feasibility 

2  report  which  takes  account  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the 

3  project  on  seed  oyster  production; 

4  Eollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hatteras  Inlet  to 
b  Hatteras,  North  Carolina  :  House  Document  Numbered  457, 

6  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,000; 

7  Wilmington  Harbor,  North  Carolina:  Senate  Docu- 

8  nient  Numbered  114,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

9  mated  cost  of  $6,370,000; 

19  Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Document  Num- 

11  bered  115,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

12  $605,000; 

13  Canaveral  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered 

14  140,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  the  estimated  cost  of 

15  $5,076,000; 

16  Key  West  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Num- 

17  bered  106,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

18  of  $820,000; 

19  Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels,  Florida : 

20  House  Document  Numbered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 

21  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $997,000; 

22  Walter  E.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  Senate  Docu- 

23  ment  Numbered  109,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

24  mated  cost  of  $500,000; 

25  Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
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528,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$424,000; 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  560,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,870,000; 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
Louisiana:  Senate  Document  Numbered  36,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $357,000; 

The  project,  Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  barge  channel  through  Devils  Swamp,  Louisiana 
(Baton  Rouge  Harbor) ,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1946,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  321, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1948,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  provide  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  as  required,  of  suitable  dikes  and  other  retaining 
structures  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $299,500,  for  the  construction 
and  future  maintenance  of  the  project,  in  order  to  provide 
additional  industrial  sites  with  water  frontage  which  are  now 
needed  to  permit  the  normal  development  and  expansion  of 
the  industrial  and  commercial  activities  of  the  localitv: 
Provided,  That  local  interests  contribute  the  sum  of  $100,500 
toward  the  cost  of  the  work. 

Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand  Caillou,  Du 
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Large,  and  connecting  channels,  Louisiana,  and  Atchafalaya 
Eiver,  Morgan  City  to  Gulf  of  Mexico:  House  Document 
Numbered  583,  Eiglity-seventli  Congresss,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $45,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana  and  Texas: 
House  Document  Num))ered  556,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,540,000:  Provided,  That  the 
authority  to  make  such  modifications  as  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be  advisable,  as  set  forth  in 
House  Document  Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
shall  be  interpreted  to  apply  to,  hut  not  limited  to,  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  existing  channels  at  x>roposed  channel  re¬ 
location  sites  in  lieu  of  such  relocations. 

Calcasieu  Elver  salt  water  barrier,  Louisiana  :  House 
Document  Numbered  582,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,310,000:  Provided,  That  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  is  directed  to  study  the  (piestion  of  cost  sharing 
taking  into  account  that  measures  for  mitigation  of  dam¬ 
ages  from  navigation  improvements  will  l)e  a  Federal  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  enhancement  effects  will  l)e  shared  on  the 
basis  of  a  50  per  centum  Federal  and  50  per  centum  non- 
Eederal;  such  cost  sharing  is  hereby  authorized  as  deter¬ 
mined  to  l)e  feasible  and  justified  1)y  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  Secretary  of  the  Amiy  within  the  first  period  of  sixty 
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oaleiular  clays  of  coiituiuoiis  session  of  the  Congress  after' 
the  date  on  which  the  report  is  submitted  to  it  unless  such 
report  is  disapproYed  l)y  the  Congress. 

Mississippi  Kiver  at  Clarksville,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  552,  Eighty-seventh  Congi’ess,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $103,300; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  419,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $195,000; 

Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  553,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,830,000; 

Trinity  Diver,  Wallisville  Eeservoir,  Texas;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  215,  Eight3-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,162,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
Act  sliall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acquisition  of  ad¬ 
ditional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refiisi'e 
at  the  reservoir. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios, 

Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  504,  Eight3^-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $818,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria, 

Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  288,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,590,000; 

Illinois  Waterwa3q  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House  Docu- 
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ment  Numbered  31,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  is  approved 
and  there  is  herel)y  authorized  the  sum  of  $40,000,000  for 
initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project. 

Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
44,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,- 
200,000; 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minne¬ 
apolis,  Minnesota:  House  Document  Numbered  513,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 

Ontonagon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  287,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,741,000; 

Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  474,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$609,000; 

Leland  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Document  Numbered 
413,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$485,000; 

Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling, 
Michigan :  House  Document  Numbered  480,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $350,000 ; 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  470,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,270,000; 
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Kenosha  Harlx)!*,  Wisconsin:  House  Hocnnient  Nnin- 
bered  496,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $673,000; 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  479,  Eigbty-seventb  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $719,000; 

Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  134,  Eiglity-seventb  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,029,000; 

Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered 
485,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,505,000; 

Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana: 
House  Document  Numbered  581,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11,464,000; 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Micbig  an:  House  Document  Nuin- 
l)ered  481,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $667,000; 

Caseville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  64,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $327,000; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan :  House  Document  Numbered 
544,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,780,000; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
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509,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  .of 

$257,000;  i  ^ 

Huron  Ilarhor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  165, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000; 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numhered 
527,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  ^f 

$888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numhered 
415,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  pf 

$6,179,000; 

Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Document  Nuin- 
bered  340,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

of  $671,000;  3: 

Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  451,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,797,000; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document 
Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

cost  of  $765,000;  . 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  471,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,180,000; 

Dana  Point  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  532,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,730,000; 


1'  Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California:  House  Document 

2  Numbered  518,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

3  cost  of  $3,000,000; 

4  Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Eruitvale  Avenue  Bridge: 

5  Senate  Document  Numbered  75,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 

6  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,750,000; 

7  Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num- 

8  bered  353,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

9  of  $6,775,000; 

10  Noyo  Biver  and  Harbor,  California:  Senate  Document 

11  Numbered  121,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

12  cost  of  $13,231,000; 

13  Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Eivers,  Oregon  and 

14  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  203,  Eight}^- 

15  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $493,000; 

16  Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Bivers  below  Van- 

17  couver,  Washington,  and  Portland,  Oregon:  House  Docu- 

18  ment  Numbered  452,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

19  mated  cost  of  $20,100,000; 

20  Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos  Water- 

21  ways,  Washington:  Senate  Document  Numbered  104, 

22  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000; 

23  Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Num- 

24  bered  417,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

25  $428,000; 
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Swinomish  Channel,  Washington:  House  Document 
Numbered  499,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $887,000 ; 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  484,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,919,000; 

BEACH  EEOSIOX 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered 
416,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$88,000; 

Clark  Point,  New  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  584,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $60,000 ; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia:  Hoifse  Document  Numbered 
382,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  periodic  nourishment  ; 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Caro¬ 
lina  :  House  Document  Numbered  555,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $194,000; 

Palm  Beach  County  from  Martin  County  line  to  Lake 
Worth  Inlet  and  from  South  Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Broward 
County  line,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  164, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $128,800; 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Bisca^me,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  561,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $220,000; 
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San  Juan  and  vicinity,  Puerto  Rico:  House  Document 
Numbered  575,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $65,400; 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michigan-Ohio  State  line 
to  Marblehead,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  63, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

Sheffield  Lake  community  park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village, 
Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  414,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $100,300; 

Ventura-Pierpont  area,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  458,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $515,000. 

Orange  County,  California,  House  Document  Nuniljered 
— ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,845,000. 

Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done 
by  them  on  the  beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  subsequent  to  the 
initiation  of  the  cooperative  studies  which  form  the  basis  for 
the  projects :  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may  have  been 
done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  projects  herein 
adopted:  Provided,  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or  funds  avail- 
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able  therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements.  > 
Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Act  approved  August  13,  1946,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  July  28,  1956  (33  U.S.C. 
426e-h) ,  pertaining  to  shore  protection,  is  hereby  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  the  word  ‘h)ne-third”  in  section  1(b)  is  de¬ 
leted  and  the  word  “one-half”  is  substituted  therefor;  > 

(2)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word  “located” 
in  section  1  (b)  :  “,  except  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the 
restoration  and  protection  of  Eederal  ]>roperty  shall  be 
borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government,  and,  further, 
that  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  a  project  for 
restoration  and  protection  of  State,  county,  and  other 
publicly  owned  shore  parks  and  conservation  areas  may 
l)e,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  not  more 
than  70  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  exclusive  of  land 
costs,  when  such  areas:  Include  a  zone  which  excludes 
permanent  human  habitation ;  include  but  are  not  limited 
to  recreational  beaches;  satisfy  adequate  criteria  for 
conservation  and  development  of  the  natural  resources 
of  the  environment ;  extend  landward  a  sufficient  distance 
to  include,  where  ap]n'opriate,  protective  dunes,  bluffs, 
or  other  natunil  features  wliicli  serve  to  ]»rotect  the 
uplands  from  damage;  and  provide  essentially  full  park 
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facilities  for  a])proi)riate  public  use,  all  of  which  shall 
meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Eng-ineers”; 

(3)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word  “sup¬ 
plemented”  in  section  1  (e)  :  or,  in  the  case  of  a 

small  project  under  section  3  of  this  Act,  unless  the  plan 
therefor  has  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers” ; 
and 

(4)  sections  2  and  3  are  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  work  done  by  them, 
after  initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis 
for  the  project,  on  authorized  projects  which  individually 
do  not  exceed  $1,000,000  in  total  cost:  Provided,  That  the 
work  which  may  have  been  done  on  the  projects  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance 
with  the  authorized  projects:  Provided  further,  That  such 
reimbursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  prece¬ 
dence  over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for 
improvements. 

“Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereb}^  author¬ 
ized  to  undertake  construction  of  small  shore  and  beach 
restoration  and  protection  projects  not  specifically  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress,  which  otherwise  comply  with  section  1 
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of  this  Act,  when  he  finds  that  such  work  is  advisable,  and 
he  is  further  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  Eederal  share  of 
the  costs  of  construction  of  such  projects:  Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose 
for  any  single  project  and  the  total  amount  allotted  shall 
be  sufficient  to  complete  the  Federal  participation  in  the 
project  under  this  section  including  periodic  nourishment 
as  provided  for  under  section  1  (c)  of  this  Act:  Provided 
further,  That  the  provisions  of  local  cooperation  specified 
in  section  1  of  this  Act  shall  apply:  And  provided  further. 
That  the  work  shall  be  complete  in  itself  and  shall  not  com¬ 
mit  the  United  States  to  any  additional  improvement  to 
insure  its  successful  operation,  except  for  participation  in 
periodic  beach  nourishment  in  accordance  with  section  1  (c) 
of  this  Act,  and  as  may  result  from  the  normal  procedure 
applying  to  projects  authorized  after  submission  of  survey 
reports.” 

(h)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relating  to  surveys 
of  rivers  and  harbors  shall  apply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore 
protection  and  any  expenses  incident  and  necessary  to  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study  shall  be  paid  from  funds  for  general  in¬ 
vestigations,  civil  functions.  Department  of  the  Army,  and 
S.  3773 - 3 
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section  2  of  the  Elver  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  426),  is  modified  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  inconsistent  herewith. 

(c)  The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply 
in  determining  the  amounts  of  Federal  participation  in  or 
payments  toward  the  costs  of  authorized  projects  which 
have  not  been  substantially  completed  prior  to  the  date 
of  approval  of  this  Act,  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  through 
the  Beach  Erosion  Board,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  re¬ 
compute  the  amounts  of  Federal  contribution  toward  the 
costs  of  such  projects  accordingly. 

Sec.  104.  The  project  for  aquatic  plant  control  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297, 
300)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that  research  costs  and 
planning  costs  prior  to  constmction  shall  be  home  fully 
by  the  United  States  and  shall  not  be  included  in  the  cost 
to  be  shared  by  local  interests. 

Sec.  105.  Section  110(f)  of  the  Elver  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297)  is  amended  by  changing  the 
period  to  a  comma  and  adding  the  following:  “and  upon 
completion  of  transfer  to  the  said  State  of  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  canal  in 
accordance  with  the  agreement  executed  December  14, 
1960,  between  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  representatives 
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of  said  State,  the  additional  sum  of  $800,000  is  hereby 
authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  be  expended  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  or  by  said  State,  for  the  repair  and  modifica¬ 
tion  of  any  canal  properties  and  appurtenances,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  section  110(b)  hereof.” 

Sec.  106.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress,  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date,  a  compilation  of  survey  and  review  reports 
on  river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  improvements,  similar 
to  that  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  March  4, 
1913,  revised  in  accordance  with  the  Acts  of  July  3,  1930, 
August  30,  1935,  and  May  17,  1950,  and  printed  in  House 
Document  Nimibered  214,  Eighty-second  Congress,  first 
session. 

Sec.  107.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  authorized  to  per¬ 
form  such  work  as  may  l)e  necessary  to  provide  for  the  repair 
and  restoration  of  lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on  the  Big 
Sandy  River:  Provided,  That  the  work  authorized  herein 
shall  have  no  effect  on  the  condition  that  local  interests  shall 
operate  and  maintain  the  structure  and  related  properties  as 
required  by  the  Act  of  Congress  approved  August  6,  1956 
(70  Stat.  1062)  :  And  provided  further,  That  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  he  expended  from  appropriations  heretofore 
or  hereafter  made  for  civil  functions  administered  by  the 
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Department  of  Army,  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  repair  and  restoration  of  lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on 
the  Big  Sandy  Eiver,  not  to  exceed  $200,000. 

Sec.  108.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following 
named  localities  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  110  of  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

Falmouth  Harbor,  Maine. 

Channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer  Island, 

Massachusetts. 

Little  Egg  Inlet,  Hew  Jersey. 

Brigantine  Inlet,  Hew  Jersey. 

Corsons  Inlet,  Hew  Jersey. 

Kings  Bay  Deepwater  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  Eiver  at  Wapakoneta,  Ohio. 

Surveys  of  the  coastal  areas  of  the  United  States  and 
its  possessions,  including  the  shores  of  the  Great  Lakes, 
in  the  interest  of  beach  erosion  control,  hurricane  protection 
and  related  purposes:  Provided,  That  surveys  of  particular 
areas  shall  be  authorized  by  appropriate  resolutions  of  either 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate 
or  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Eepre- 
sentatives. 

Sec.  109.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 


“Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962”. 
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TITLE  II— ELOOD  OONTEOL 

Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936 
(Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as 
amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Congress) ,  shall 
apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  except  that  for 
any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of 
June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and  except  as  otherwise 
provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  any 
flood  control  project  herein  adopted  requiring  local  coopera¬ 
tion  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on  which  local  in¬ 
terests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless  said 
interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation 
vdll  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  De¬ 
cember  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works 
of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein 
set  forth  in  full. 
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1  Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 

2  benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 

3  waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

4  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

5  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  ac- 

6  cordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter 

7  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  therein: 

8  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  pre- 

9  liminaiy  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized 

10  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  heretofore  or 

11  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid 

12  inauguration  of  a  constmction  program:  Provided  further, 

13  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated  as  ex- 

14  peditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent 

15  with  budgetary  requirements:  And  provided  further.  That 
10  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible 

17  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be 

18  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction 

19  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the 

20  Secretary  of  the  Anny  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 

21  of  Engineers  and  the  Eederal  Power  Commission. 

22  new  england-atl antic  coastal  area 

23  The  project  for  hurricane-flood  jirotection  at  W^areham- 

24  Marion,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 

25  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Enri- 
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neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  548,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,811j500. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  at  Point  Judith,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  521, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,414,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Narragansett  Pier,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendar 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  195,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,152,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 

The  project  for  humcane-flood  control  protection  at 
New  London,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  478,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,401,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Westport, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  412,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $217,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Mystic, 
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Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,490,000. 

HOUS ATONIC  EIVER  BASTN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Naugatuck  Eiver 
at  Ansonia-Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  437, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,620,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rondout  Creek  and 
Wallkill  River  and  their  tributaries,  New  York  and  New 
Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  sul)stantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  113,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,111,000. 

NEW  JERSEY-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  on  Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New 
Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Dociunent  Numbered  464,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development 
for  the  West  Branch  of  the  Susquehanna  Biver  Basin,  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  Act  of  September  3,  1954. 

The  project  for  construction  of  the  Fall  Brook  and 
Ayleworth  Creek  Beservoirs,  and  local  flood  protection 
works  on  the  Lackawanna  Biver  at  Scranton,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  141,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $3,596,000. 

The  project  for  the  Juniata  Biver  and  tributaries,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  565,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estmiated  cost  of  $32,150,000:  Provided,  That  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  be 
made  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexami¬ 
nation  report  to  the  Congress  for  authorization. 
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DELAW AEE  EWER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Delaware  Elver  Basin,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  Delaware,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  522,  Eighty-seventh 
CongTess,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $192,400,000. 

POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  Eiver, 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  469,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Norfolk, 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,537,000. 

The  project  for  hunicane-flood  protection  and  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  at  Wrightsville  Beach,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  511,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $345,000. 
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The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity,  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  418,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $739,000, 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Cape  Fear  Eiver  Basin,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  508, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$25,143,000. 

APALACHICOLA  RIVEE  BASIN,  GEORGIA 

The  project  for  the  West  Point  Beservoir,  Chattahoochee 
Biver,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  570,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Flint  Biver,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $151,820,000:  Provided, 
That  this  authorization  is  without  prejudice  to  consideration 
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by  the  Tederal  Power  Commission  of  iioii-Eederal  develop¬ 
ment  of  power,  in  conjunction  with  the  Federal  project  for 
Flint  Elver,  for  which  application  for  license  may  be  received 
and  which  may  be  found  to  be  consistent  with  the  optimum 
development  of  resources  and  in  the  public  interest. 

CENTEAL  AND  SOUTHEEN  FLOEIDA 
Ill  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $30,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern  Florida  approved 
in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  and  such  comprehensive  plan  is  hereby  modifled  to 
include  the  following  items: 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  West  Palm  Beach 
Canal  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  146,  Eio-htv-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,220,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Boggy  Creek,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  125, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,176,000. 

The  project  for  South  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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in  Senate  Document  ]^J’uml)ered  138,  Eiglity-seventli  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,388,000. 

The  project  for  Shingle  Creek,  Florida,  between  Clear 
Lake  and  Lake  Tohopekaliga,  for  flood  control  and  major 
drainage  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  No.  139, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,250,000: 
P/  ‘ovided,  That  no  obligation  shall  he  incurred  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  as  a  wildlife  management 
area  unless  the  State  or  one  or  more  other  non-Federal 
entities  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  in  advance  to 
assume  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  associated  with  that 
feature  of  the  project. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  the  Cutler  drain  area, 
Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,063,000:  Provided,  That  local  interests 
shall  receive  credit  in  the  Contributed  Fund  Account  of  the 
project  for  moneys  shown  to  have  been  spent  after  March  1, 
1960  (preferably  December  22,  1959),  for  construction  of 
units  of  the  authorized  plan  for  Cutler  Drain:  Provided 
further,  That  such  completed  work  must  be  inspected  and 
accepted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  constituting  useful 
parts  of  the  authorized  plan :  And  provided  f  urther,  That  the 
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credit  established  shall  be  iii  accordance  with  cost  sharing 
arrangements  for  the  central  and  southern  riorida  flood 
control  project  in  an  anionnt  not  to  exceed  $124,000. 

GKEEN  SWAMP  EEGION,  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  the  four  river  basins,  Florida,  namely 
the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace 
Kivers,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $57,760,000:  Provided,  That  the  cost 
sharing  shall  be  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  in  House  document  numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress:  And  provided  further,  That  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  on  the  Lowery-Mattie  Conservation  Area  and  its 
appurtenant  works  is  deferred  until  additional  studies  are 
made  thereon,  and  a  further  report  submitted  to  the  Congress. 

PASCAGOULA  EII^R  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chunky  Creek, 
Chickasawhay  and  Pascagoula  Rivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  549,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,740,000, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


31 


LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River  adopted  hy  the  Act  approved  May 
15,  1928,  as  amended  by  suhseipient  Acts,  is  hereby  modi¬ 
fied  and  expanded  to  include  the  following  item : 

(a)  Monetary  authorizations  heretofore  and  hereafter 
made  available  to  the  project  or  any  portion  thereof  shall 
be  combined  into  a  single  sum  and  be  available  for  applica¬ 
tion  to  any  portion  of  the  project. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  Delta  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  550,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,502,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red  River  in  Natclii- 
toches  and  Red  River  Parishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  476, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,293,000. 

BUFFALO  BAYOU 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince  and  Little 
Vince  Bayous,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
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recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  441,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,224,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  humcane-flood  protection  at  Port  Arthur 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numl)ered  505,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,380,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Ereeport 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  495,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,780,000. 

TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  East  Fork  of 
the  Trinity  Eiver,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  554,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,760,000. 

The  project  for  extension  of  the  Fort  Worth  Eloodway, 
Texas,  is  lierehy  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Nurnhered  454, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,148,000. 
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BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  021,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development 
for  the  Brazos  Eiver  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  3,  1954,  as  amended  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Clear  Fork  of  the 
Brazos  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantial!}^  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  506,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,200,000. 

TULAROSA  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamogordo,  New 
Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  473,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Las  Cruces,  New 
Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
117,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,- 
350,000. 
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1  AEKANSAS  RIVEE  BASIN 

2  In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 

3  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $182,000,000  for 

4  the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development  for 

5  the  Arkansas  Eiver  Basin,  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  28, 

6  1938,  as  amended  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  and  the 

7  said  general  comprehensive  plan  is  modified  to  include  the 

8  following  item : 

9  The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas  Eiver,  Arkansas, 

10  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  sewage 

11  outfall  system  for  the  city  of  Eusselhdlle,  Arkansas,  sub- 

12  stantially  in  accordance  with  plans  of  said  city,  approved  by 

13  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,400,000. 
Id  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 

directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study  to  be  made  under  the 

10  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  bank  erosion  on  the 

11  Arkansas  Eiver  between  about  river  mile  455,  near  Musko- 
13  gee,  Oklahoma,  and  about  river  mile  495,  near  Coweta, 

19  Oklahoma.  Such  project  or  projects  are  hereby  authorized 

20  as  determined  to  be  feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief  of 

21  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army  with  the  approval  of 

22  the  President  unless  within  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar 

23  days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on 
2d  which  the  report  is  submitted  to  it  such  report  is  disapproved 
25  by  the  Congress:  Provided,  That  the  requirements  for  co- 
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operation  shall  include  provisions  that  local  interests  shall 
furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
operate  after  completion;  and  make  a  cash  contribution  in 
recognition  of  any  special  benefits:  And  provided  further, 
That  with  respect  to  any  work  found  justified  in  the  vicinity 
of  Wybarkj  Oklahoma,  local  interests  shall  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  as  stated  and  shall  make  a  cash  contribution  of  not 
less  than  $150,000  which  shall  include  the  value  of  aU  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  to  be  furnished,  and 
the  value  of  goods  and  services  provided  for  purposes  of 
project  installation  on  a  basis  acceptable  to  the  Chief  of 
Engineers. 

The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdigris  River  and 
tiibutaries,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recoimnendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  563, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $62,400,- 
000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Hill  Creek, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,785,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkansas  River, 
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Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000:  Provided,  That  nothing 
in  this  act  shall  he  construed  as  authorizing  the  acquisition 
of  additional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife 
refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow  Creek,  Kan¬ 
sas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  531,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River 
at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Docmnent  Numbered  498,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 

WHITE  EIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $11,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  of  development 
for  the  White  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June 
28,  1938,  as  amended  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

The  flood  protection  project  for  Village  Creek,  Jack- 
son  and  Lawrence  Counties,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
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substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,968,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Village  Creek, 
White  River,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts,  Arkansas,  is 
hereby  modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  pumping 
plant,  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $1,018,000. 

EED  RIVEE  BASIN 

That  the  general  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  on  Red  River  below  Denison  Dam  is  hereby  modified 
to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  local  coop¬ 
eration  requirements  of  the  McKinney  Bayou,  Arkansas  and 
Texas,  Maniece  Bayou,  Arkansas,  and  East  Point,  Louisiana, 
projects  so  as  to  bring  such  requirements  in  accord  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval 
of  the  President. 

The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  144,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,410,000. 

The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  Moun- 
S. 3773 
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tain  Fork  River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Eno'ineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  137,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Eeseiwoirs, 
Kiamichi  River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  145,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $29,748,000. 

The  project  providing  for  the  construction  of  two  ex¬ 
perimental  water  quality  study  projects  in  the  Arkansas- 
Red  River  Basins,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  105,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 

MISSOUEI  RIVEE  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of  $140,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri 
River  Basin,  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as 
amended  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the 
following  projects  in  tributary  basins,  and  the  monetary 
authorization  for  said  general  comprehensive  plan  is  in¬ 
creased  accordingly. 

(a)  The  Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage  River,  Mis- 
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souri,  is  hereby  niodihed  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Hocunient  Numbered  578,  Eigbty-seventb  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $43,245,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a 
national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

(b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  Eiver,  Kansas,  Ne¬ 
braska^  and  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  122,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $88,070,000:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for 
the  Woodbine  Keservoir  on  Lyon  Creek  is  deferred  at  this 
time,  subject  to  submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  to  the 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  which  shall  take  into  account  the 
water  and  related  land  resource  development  plans  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  the  Kansas  Water  Eesources  Board, 
and  Lyons  Creek  Watershed  Joint  District  Numbered  41, 
and  preparation  of  said  report  is  hereby  authorized. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  White  Clay  Creek 
at  Atchison,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Eimi- 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  151,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,495,000. 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papillion  Creek  and 
tributaries,.  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  475,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Creek,  Iowa, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  438,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

The  project  for  Grand  Elver  and  tributaries.  North  and 
South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  574,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,670,000:  Provided,  That  the 
project  shall  be  constructed,  operated,  and  maintained  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretarv 
of  the  Army. 

The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  on  the  project  for 
flood  control  on  the  Eloyd  Elver,  Iowa,  authorized  by  Public 
Law  85-500,  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  417,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  is 
hereby  modified  to  read  as  follows :  “Provided,  That  respon¬ 
sible  local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory"  to  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  (a)  furnish  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  (b)  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  (c)  make  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  neces¬ 
sary  road,  highway,  highway  bridges  other  than  those  re¬ 
quired  to  carry  Interstate  Highway  29  over  the  relocated 
Floyd  River,  and  utility  alterations  and  additions;  (d)  con¬ 
tribute  in  cash  0.84  per  centum  of  the  estimated  first  cost  of 
the  work  for  which  the  United  States  would  be  responsible, 
a  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $65,000;  (e)  upon 
authorization  of  the  project,  to  take  all  possible  action  under 
Iowa  law,  short  of  actual  purchase,  to  prevent  additional 
developments  within  the  right-of-way  that  might  increase  the 
overall  cost  of  the  project;  and  (f)  maintain  and  operate  all 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny.” 

OHIO  RIVEE  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $120,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Ohio  River 
Basin,  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  as  amended 
by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Kokosing  River, 
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Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  220, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Wabash  Eiver  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Mount  Carmel,  Illinois,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  573,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,417,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mad  Eiver  above 
Huffman  Dam,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  439,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland 
Eiver,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  is  hereby  authorized  sul)- 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  reconmiendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Nimibered  175, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $151,000,- 
000. 

The  project  for  the  Kentucky  Eiver,  Kentucky,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$26,020,000. 
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The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
IS'umbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Guyandot  Eiver  and  tributaries, 
West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Ens’ineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  569,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
second  session,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buckhannon 
River,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  End- 

o 

neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,206,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab  Creek  at 
Youngstown,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  440,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,268,000. 

The  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  587,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $55,307,000:  Provided,  That  nothing 
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in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acquisition 
of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge 
in  this  project. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Allegheny  E,iver 
at  Salamanca,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
seventh  CongTess,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docimient  Num¬ 
bered  95,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,102,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $31,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  Basin,  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  28, 
1938,  as  amended  and  su])plemented  by  subsequent  Acts  of 
Congress. 

The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
Wisconsin,  and  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  472,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $71,465,000. 
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The  project  for  Rend  Lake,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  541, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$35,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Guttenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
286,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
between  Salute  Genevieve  and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  sul)stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  519,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  District  Numbered  2,  Illinois,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  542,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,112,000. 

The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict  Numbered  3,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
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1  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

2  neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  543,  Eighty-seventh 

3  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $986,000. 

4  The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary 

5  District,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 

6  ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

7  House  Document  Numbered  540,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
3  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $921,000. 

9  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Eichland  Creek,  Illi- 
nois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  Avith 

11  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 

12  Document  Numbered  571,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

13  estimated  cost  of  $4,995,000. 

11  The  project  for  the  Joanna  Peservoir,  Salt  Elver,  Mis- 
1^  souri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
10  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
1"^  Document  Numbered  507,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
13  estimated  cost  of  $63,300,000. 

1^  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Pecatonica  Eiver, 

20  Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 

21  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

22  neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  539,  Eighty-seventh 

23  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $850,000. 

21  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Eock  Eiver  at  Eock- 
25  ford,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  142,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,228,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  Eiver  urban  areas  from 
Hampton,  Illinois,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  564, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,289,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  Eiver  urban  areas  from 
Hampton,  Illinois,  to  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  450, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kickapoo  Eiver,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  557,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,570,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  WaiToad  Eiver 
and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  449, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

GEEAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eiver  Eouge, 
Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
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with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-seventh  Congi'ess,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,659,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sandusky  River, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Nunil)ered  136,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,300,000. 


GILA  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Camelsback  Reservoir,  Gila  River, 
Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  127,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,770,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila  River  below 
Painted  Rock  Reservoir,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  116, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 


$18,255,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pinal  Creek,  Arizona, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  512,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,300,000. 
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TEUCKEE  EIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Truckee  River 
and  tributaries,  California  and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  435, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 
san  feancisco  bay  area 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Alameda  Creek,  Cali- 
foimia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  128,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estunated  cost  of  $14,680,000. 

The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  545, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$5,534,000:  Provided,  that  local  interests  shall  contribute 
in  cash  3  per  centum  of  the  Federal  construction  of  the 
Rose  Valley  unit  with  a  contribution  presently  estimated  at 
$158,000. 

SAN  JOAQUIN  river  BASIN 

The  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and 
other  purposes  on  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  including  Tuolumne  and  Stanislaus  Rivers,  California, 
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1  approved  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  22,  1944, 

2  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Con- 

3  gress,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  provide  for  the  modifi- 

4  cation  of  the  New  Melones  Dam  on  the  Stanislaus  River, 

5  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 

6  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  453, 

7  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of 

8  $113,717,000,  and  the  authorization  for  said  comprehensive 

9  plan  is  hereby  increased  accordingly. 

10  The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Eresno  River,  California,  is 

11  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 

12  mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 

13  Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

14  cost  of  $14,338,000. 

15  The  Buchanan  Reservoir,  Chowchilla  River,  California, 

16  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 

17  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu- 

18  ment  Numbered  98,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

19  mated  cost  of  $13,585,000. 

20  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Mormon  Slough, 

21  Calaveras  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 

22  tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 

23  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  576,  Eight}^- 

24  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,960,000. 
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RUSSIAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry  Creek,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  547,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $42,400,000. 

REDWOOD  CREEK  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Redwood  Creek, 
Humboldt  County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub- 
stantiaUv  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  497, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,580,000. 

LOS  ANGELES  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $38,000,000  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los 
Angeles  River  Basin  approved  in  the  Act  of  August  18, 
1941,  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  Acts 
of  Congress. 

ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon  and  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  566,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 
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mated  cost  of  $106,700,000,  siil)ject  to  tlie  conditions  of  local 
cooperation  specified  in  said  report :  Provided,  That  the  proj¬ 
ect  is  to  be  located,  constrncted,  and  operated  to  accomplish 
the  l)enefits  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  and 
appendixes:  And  provided,  further,  That  in  the  years  of 
short  water  supply  all  water  users  will  share  the  available 
water  in  the  same  proportions  that  they  wonld  share  the 
total  full  supply  when  it  is  available,  and  that  no  further 
water-use  allocations  will  be  made  from  the  authorized  stor¬ 
age  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible  l)enefits  to  author¬ 
ized  uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity  when  storage  short¬ 
ages  occur. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $226,000,000  for 
the  projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia  Elver  Basin,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Willamette  Eiver  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  and  subsequent  Acts  of 
Congress,  including  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  May  17,  1950, 
September  3,  1954,  Jidy  3,  1958,  and  July  14,  1960,  and 
these  projects  and  plans  are  hereby  modified  to  include  the 
projects  listed  below  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in 
the  Cohunbia  Eiver  Basin  (including  the  Willamette  Eiver 
Basin)  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  reconmienda- 
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tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Hum- 
hered  403,  Eighty-seventh  Congress:  Provided,  That  the 
depth  and  width  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the  Columbia- 
Snake  Eiver  harge  navigation  project  shall  be  established  as 
fourteen  feet  and  two  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  respectively,  at 
minimum  regulated  flow. 

Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead  River,  Mon¬ 
tana  ; 

China  Gardens  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and 
Oregon ; 

Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Washington; 

Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North  Fork, 
Clearwater  River,  Idaho; 

Stnihe  Reregulating  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South 
Fork,  McKenzie  River,  Oregon; 

Gate  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Gate  Creek, 
Oregon ; 

Fern  Ridge  Dam  and  Reservoir  modification,  Long 
Tom  River,  Oregon; 

Cascadia  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Santiam  River, 
Oregon. 

Provided,  That  the  Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead 
River,  Montana,  shall  be  constructed,  operated,  and  main¬ 
tained  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Department  of  the 
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Interior,  and  the  sum  of  $50,000,000  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  partial  accomplishment  of  said 
project. 

The  project  for  the  Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Beservoir, 
Snake  Eiver,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  130,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Birie  Dam  and  Beservoir,  Willow 
Creek,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  562,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,027,000. 

The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and  Beservoir,  Black- 
foot  Biver,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $829,000. 

WYNOOCHEE  EIVEE 

The  project  for  the  Wynoochee  Biver,  Washington,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $40,211,000:  Provided,  That  the  installation  of  the  power- 
generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made  until  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  authorization. 

COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 

The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $'45,750,000:  Provided,  That  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  shall  be  through  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Interior. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  developing  hydro¬ 
electric  power  and  to  encourage  and  promote  the  economic 
development  of  and  to  foster  the  establishment  of  essential 
industries  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  is  authorized  to  construct  and  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  is  authorized  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Crater-Long 
Lakes  division  of  the  Snettisham  project  near  Juneau,  Alaska. 
The  works  of  the  division  shall  consist  of  pressure  tunnels, 
surge  tanks,  penstocks,  a  powerplant,  transmission  facilities, 
and  related  facilities,  all  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $41,634,000. 

(b)  Electric  power  and  energy  generated  at  the  divi¬ 
sion  except  that  portion  required  in  the  operation  of  the 
division,  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  in  such  a  manner  as  to  encourage  the  most  widespread 
use  thereof  at  the  lowest  possible  rates  to  consumers  con- 
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1  sistent  with  sound  business  principles.  Eate  schedules  shall 

2  be  drawn  having  regard  to  the  recovery  of  the  costs  of  pro- 

3  ducing  and  transmitting  the  power  and  energy,  including 

4  the  amortization  of  the  capital  investment  over  a  reasonable 

5  period  of  years,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate  (which 

6  rate  shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury)  paid 

7  by  the  United  States  on  its  marketable  long-tenn  securities 

8  outstanding  on  the  date  of  this  Act  and  adjusted  to  the  near- 

9  est  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum.  In  the  sale  of  such  power 

10  and  energy,  preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal  agencies, 

11  public  bodies,  and  cooperatives.  It  shall  be  a  condition  of 

12  every  contract  made  under  this  Act  for  the  sale  of  power 

13  and  energy  that  the  purchaser,  if  it  be  a  purchaser  for  resale, 
II  will  deliver  power  and  energy  to  Federal  agencies  or  facili- 
Ih  ties  thereof  within  its  transmission  area  at  a  reasonable 
10  charge  for  the  use  of  its  transmission  facilities.  All  receipts 
1"^  from  the  transmission  and  sale  of  electric  power  and  energy 
10  generated  at  said  division  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 

of  the  Ilnited  States  to  the  credit  of  miscellaneous  receipts. 
29  (c)  The  appropriate  Secretary  is  authorized  to  perform 

21  any  and  all  acts  and  enter  into  such  agreements  as  may  be 

22  appropriate  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  provisions  of  this 

23  Act  into  full  force  and  effect,  including  the  acquisition  of 

24  rights  and  property,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  when 

25  an  appropriation  shall  have  been  made  for  the  commence- 
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ment  of  construction  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the 
case  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  said  division,  may,  in 
connection  with  the  construction  or  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  such  division,  enter  into  contracts  for  miscellaneous 
services  for  materials  and  supplies,  as  well  as  for  construc¬ 
tion,  which  may  cover  such  periods  of  time  as  the  appropriate 
Secretary  may  consider  necessary  but  in  which  the  liability 
of  the  United  States  shall  be  contingent  upon  appropriations 
being  made  therefor. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Waurika  recla¬ 
mation  project,  Oklahoma,  in  accordance  with  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto) ,  except 
so  far  as  those  laws  are  inconsistent  with  this  section,  for  the 
principal  purpose  of  storing,  regulating,  and  furnishing  water 
for  municipal,  domestic,  and  industrial  use,  for  irrigation,  for 
controlling  floods,  and  for  the  conservation  and  development 
of  fish  and  wildlife  and  the  enhancement  of  recreational  op¬ 
portunities.  The  Waurika  project  shall  consist  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  principal  works:  the  Waurika  Dam  and  Eeseiwoir,  an 
aqueduct  system,  pumps,  canals,  laterals,  drains,  and  other 
irrigation  works. 

(b)  In  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the 
Waurika  project,  the  Secretary  shall  allocate  the  costs  thereof 
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among  different  functions  resulting  from  multiple-purpose 
development  under  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  Allocations  to  flood  control,  recreation,  and  the 
conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  shall  be 
nonreimbursable  and  nonreturnable  under  the  reclamation 
laws. 

(2)  Allocations  to  municipal  water  supplies,  including 
domestic,  manufacturing,  and  industrial  uses  shall  be  repay¬ 
able  through  contracts  with  municipal  corporations,  or  other 
organizations  as  defined  by  section  2,  Keclamation  Project 
Act  of  1939  (53  Stat.  1187),  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Pederal  reclamation  laws,  and,  to  the  extent  appropriate, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  319) .  Such  contracts  shall  precede  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  construction  of  any  project  unit  affecting  the  indi¬ 
vidual  municipality  or  industrial  users,  and  shall  provide  for 
all  repayment  of  construction  costs  allocated  to  municipal 
water  supplies  in  not  to  exceed  fifty  years  from  the  date  water 
is  first  delivered  for  that  purpose,  and  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  relating  to  the 
rate  of  interest.  Payment  of  said  constmction  cost  shall  in¬ 
clude  interest  on  the  unamortized  balance  of  that  allocation  at 
a  rate  equal  to  the  average  rate  (which  rate  shall  be  certified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury)  paid  by  the  United  States 
on  its  marketable  long-term  securities  outstanding  on  the  date 
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of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  adjusted  to  the  nearest  one- 
eighth  of  1  per  centum:  Provided,  That  such  contracts  shall 
provide  that  annual  municipal  and  industrial  payments  shall 
be  continued,  after  the  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
obligation  has  been  fully  repaid  with  interest  as  provided 
above,  at  such  annual  rate  and  for  such  period  of  time  as  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  as  is  necessary  to  fully  repay 
costs  allocated  to  irrigation  which  will  not  be  repaid  by  the 
inigators  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  (3)  of  this  section. 

(3)  Any  contract  entered  into  under  section  9,  subsec¬ 
tion  (d) ,  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  those  portions  of  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating, 
and  maintaining  the  Waurika  project,  which  are  properly 
allocable  to  irrigation,  and  which  are  assigned  to  be  paid  by 
the  contracting  organization,  shall  provide  for  the  repayment 
of  the  portion  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  project  assigned 
to  any  contract  unit  or,  if  the  contract  unit  be  divided  into 
two  or  more  blocks,  to  any  such  block,  over  a  period  not  to 
exceed  fifty  years,  exclusive  of  any  permissible  development 
period :  Provided,  That  appropriate  adjustment  shall  be  made 
in  the  amount  that  irrigation  water  users  shall  repay  due  to 
payments  made  by  municipal  and  industrial  water  users  on 
cost  allocated  to  irrigation  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  (2) 
of  this  section:  And  provided  further.  That  such  contracts 
may  be  entered  into  without  regard  to  the  last  sentence  of 
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section  9,  subsection  (c) ,  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939. 

(4)  The  water  users’  organization  shall  be  responsible 
for  disposal  of  all  water  surplus  to  its  requirements,  and  the 
revenues  therefrom  shall  be  used  by  the  organization  for  the 
retirement  of  project  debt  payment,  payment  of  interest, 
and  payment  of  operation  and  maintenance  cost  of  the 
project:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  section  is  intended 
to  preclude  the  temporary  funiisliing  of  irrigation  water 
under  contracts  appropriate  for  that  purpose,  from  Waurika 
Reservoir  with  or  without  the  construction  of  specific  irriga¬ 
tion  works. 

(5)  Upon  the  completion  of  the  payment  of  the  water 
users’  construction  cost  obligation,  together  with  the  interest 
thereon,  the  water  users  shall  have  a  permanent  right  to  the 
use  of  that  portion  of  the  project  allocable  to  municipal,  in¬ 
dustrial,  and  irrigation  water  supply  purposes  so  long  as  the 
space  designated  for  those  purposes  may  be  physically  avail¬ 
able,  taking  into  account  such  equitable  reallocation  of  reser¬ 
voir  storage  capacities  among  the  pm’poses  served  by  the 
project  as  may  be  necessary  due  to  sedimentation. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  transfer  to  a  water 
users’  organization  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  the  works  herein  authorized  and,  if  such  transfer  is  made, 
to  deduct  from  the  costs  allocated  to  municipal  water  use 
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the  reasonable  capitalized  equivalent  of  that  portion  of  the 
estimated  operation  and  maintenance  cost  of  the  undertaking 
which,  if  the  United  States  continued  to  operate  the  project, 
would  be  allocated  to  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife 
purposes,  and  to  deduct  from  the  costs  allocated  to  irrigation 
the  reasonable  capitalized  equivalent  of  the  total  additional 
cost  during  the  uTigation  repayment  period  of  operating 
the  screens  for  protection  of  fish  at  the  irrigation  intake. 
Prior  to  the  taking  over  of  the  care,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  said  works,  the  water  users’  organization  shall 
obligate  itself  to  operate  them  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  with  respect  to 
flood  control  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  respect 
to  fish  and  wildlife. 

(d)  (1)  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  connection  with 
the  works  authorized  by  this  section,  to  construct  minimum 
basic  recreational  facilities  and  to  arrange  for  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  the  same  by  an  appropriate  State  or  local 
agency  or  organization.  The  cost  of  constructing  such  facili¬ 
ties  shall  be  nonreimbursable  and  nonreturnable  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may,  upon  conclusion  of  a  suitable 
agreement  with  any  qualified  agency  of  the  State  of  Okla¬ 
homa  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof  for  assumption  of 
the  administration,  operation,  and  maintenance  thereof  at 
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the  earliest  practicable  date,  construct  or  permit  the  con¬ 
struction  of  public  park  and  recreation  facilities  on  lands 
owned  by  the  United  States  adjacent  to  the  Waurika  Reser¬ 
voir  when  such  use  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  not  to  be 
contrary  to  the  public  interest,  all  under  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe.  No  recreational  use 
of  any  area  to  which  this  subsection  applies  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  game,  and  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  public  health,  safety,  and  welfare.  The  cost  of 
constmcting,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  facilities  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  subsection  shall  not  be  charged  to  or  become 
a  part  of  the  costs  of  the  Waurika  project. 

(e)  Expenditures  for  Waurika  Reservoir,  and  the  water 
supply  aqueduct  system,  may  be  made  without  regard  to 
the  soil  survey  and  land  classification  requirements  of  the 
Interior  Department  Appropriation  Act,  1954  (43  U.S.C. 
390a) , 

(f)  The  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Waurika  reclamation  project  shall  be  subject  to  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  1,  1932 
(47  Stat.  564) . 

(g)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
construction  of  the  works  authorized  to  he  constructed  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  the  sum  of  $25,019,500,  plus 
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or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  l)e  required  by  reason 
of  changes  in  the  cost  of  construction  of  the  types  involved 
in  the  Waurika  project  as  shown  by  engineering  indices. 
There  are  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as 
may  lie  required  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  said 
works. 

Sec.  206.  Section  205  of  the  Tlood  Control  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (33  U.S.O.  701s),  is  amended  (a)  by 
striking  out  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$25,000,000”,  (b)  by  striking  out  the  temi  “small  flood 
control  projects”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  term 
“small  projects  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes”, 
and  (c)  by  striking  out  Provided,  That  not  more  than 
$400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  at  any  single 
locality  from  the  appropriations  for  any  one  fiscal  year” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Provided,  That  not  more  than 
$1,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section  for  a  project 
at  any  single  locality  and  the  amount  allotted  shall  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  complete  Federal  participation  in  the  project”. 

_  % 

Sec.  207.  Section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
iVugust  18,  1941,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701n) ,  is  hereby 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “That  there  is  hereby 
authorized  an  emergency  fund  in  the  amount  of  $15,000,000 
to  be  expended  in  flood  emergency  preparation,  in  flood 
fighting  and  rescue  operations,  or  in  the  repair  or  restora- 
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tion  of  any  flood  control  work  threatened  or  destroyed  by 
flood,  including  the  strengthening,  raising,  extending,  or 
other  modification  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  the  adequate  functioning 
of  the  work  for  flood  control;  in  the  emergency  protection 
of  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  protection  being 
threatened  when  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
such  protection  is  warranted  to  protect  against  imminent  and 
substantial  loss  to  life  and  property;  in  the  repair  and  resto¬ 
ration  of  any  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  pro¬ 
tective  structure  damaged  or  destroyed  by  wind,  wave,  or 
water  action  of  other  than  an  ordinary  nature  when  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  such  repair  and  restora¬ 
tion  is  warranted  for  the  adequate  functioning  of  the  struc¬ 
ture  for  hurricane  or  shore  protection.  The  appropriation 
of  such  moneys  for  the  initial  establishment  of  this  fund 
and  for  its  replenishment  on  an  annual  basis  is  hereby 
authorized:  Provided,  That  pending  the  appropriation  of 
said  sum,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  allot,  from  exist¬ 
ing  civil  functions  appropriations,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  immediate  prosecution  of  the  work  herein 
authorized,  such  appropriations  to  be  reimbursed  from  the 
appropriation  herein  authorized  when  made.  The  Chief  of 
Engineers  is  authorized,  in  the  presecution  of  work  in  con¬ 
nection  with  rescue  operations,  or  in  conducting  other  emer- 
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gency  work,  to  acquire  on  a  rental  basis  such  motor  vehicles, 
including  passenger  cars  and  buses,  as  in  his  discretion  are 
deemed  necessary/’ 

Sec.  208.  Section  4  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  author¬ 
izing  the  construction  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved 
December  22,  1944,  as  amended  by  section  4  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  and  by  section  209  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is  hereby  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

‘‘Sec.  4.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  supervision 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  public  park  and  recreational  facilities 
at  water  resource  development  projects  under  the  control 
of  the  Department  of  the  Army,  to  permit  the  construction 
of  such  facilities  hy  local  interests  (particularly  those  to  be 
operated  and  maintained  bv  such  interests) ,  and  to  pennit  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  such  facilities  by  local  interests. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  also  authorized  to  grant  leases 
of  lands,  including  structures  or  facilities  thereon,  at  water  re¬ 
source  develo])ment  ])rojects  for  such  ])eriods,  and  upon  such 
terms  and  for  such  purposes  as  he  may  deem  reasonable  in  the 
public  interest:  Provided,  That  leases  to  nonprofit  organi¬ 
zations  for  park  or  recreational  purposes  may  be  granted  at 
reduced  or  nominal  considerations  in  recognition  of  the  public 
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service  to  be  rendered  in  utilizing  the  leased  premises : 
Provided  further,  That  preference  shall  he  given  to  Federal, 
State,  or  local  governmental  agencies,  and  licenses  or  leases 
where  appropriate,  may  he  granted  without  monetary  con¬ 
siderations,  to  such  agencies  for  the  use  of  aU  or  any  portion 
of  a  project  area  for  any  public  purpose,  when  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  determines  such  action  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  and  for  such  periods  of  time  and  upon  such  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  may  find  advisable:  And  provided  further,  That 
in  any  such  lease  or  license  to  a  Federal,  State,  or  local 
governmental  agency  which  involves  lands  to  be  utilized  for 
the  development  and  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife, 
forests,  and  other  natural  resources,  the  licensee  or  lessee 
may  be  authorized  to  cut  timber  and  harvest  crops  as  may 
be  necessary  to  further  such  beneficial  uses  and  to  collect 
and  utilize  the  proceeds  of  any  sales  of  timber  and  crops 
in  the  development,  conservation,  maintenance,  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  such  lands.  Any  balance  of  proceeds  not  so  utilized 
shall  be  paid  to  the  United  States  at  such  time  or  times  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  determine  appropriate.  The 
water  areas  of  all  such  projects  shall  be  open  to  pub¬ 
lic  use  generally,  without  charge,  for  boating,  swimming, 
bathing,  fishing,  and  other  recreational  purposes,  and 
ready  access  to  and  exit  from  sucli  areas  along  the  shores 
of  such  projects  shall  be  maintained  for  general  public  use. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


07 


when  such  use  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
not  to  he  contrary  to  the  puldic  interest,  all  under  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  may  deem 
necessary.  No  use  of  any  area  to  which  this  section  applies 
shall  be  permitted  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  laws  for  the 
protection  of  fish  and  game  of  the  State  in  which  such  area 
is  situated.  All  moneys  received  by  the  United  States  for 
leases  or  privileges  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipts.” 

Sec.  209.  Section  207  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960 
(74  Stat.  501)  is  herel)y  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘‘Sec.  207.  (a)  When  used  in  this  section — 

“  ( 1 )  The  term  ‘Agency’  means  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
United  States  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Keclamation,  United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior,  whichever  has  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  the  project  concerned. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘head  of  the  Agency  concerned’  means 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  the  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation,  or  their  respective  designees. 

“  ( 3 )  The  tenn  ‘water  resources  projects  to  be  con¬ 
structed  in  the  future’  includes  all  projects  not  yet  actually 
under  construction,  and,  to  the  extent  of  work  remaining  to 
be  completed,  includes  projects  presently  under  construc¬ 
tion  where  road  relocations  or  identifiable  components  tlu'-reof 
are  not  complete  as  of  the  date  of  this  section. 
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“(4)  The  term  Time  of  the  taking’  is  the  date  of  the 
relocation  agreement,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  condemnation 
proceeding,  or  a  date  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  as  the 
date  of  taking. 

‘‘(b)  Whenever,  in  connection  with  the  construction 
of  any  authorized  flood  control,  navigation,  irrigation,  or  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  project  for  the  development  of  water  resources, 
the  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  detemiines  it  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  to  utilize  existing  public  roads  as  a  means  of 
providing  access  to  such  projects  during  construction,  such 
Agency  may  improve,  reconstruct,  and  maintain  such  roads 
and  may  contract  with  the  local  authority  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  roads  to  accomplish  the  necessary  work.  The  ac¬ 
complishment  of  such  work  of  improvement  may  be  earned 
out  with  or  without  obtaining  any  interest  in  the  land  on 
which  the  road  is  located  in  accordance  with  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  parties:  Provided,  (1)  That  the  head  of 
the  Agency  concerned  determines  that  such  work  would 
result  in  a  saving  in  Federal  cost  as  opposed  to  the  cost  of 
providing  a  new  access  road  at  Federal  expense,  (2)  that, 
at  the  completion  of  construction,  the  head  of  the  Agency 
concerned  will,  if  necessary,  restore  the  road  to  at  least  as 
good  condition  as  prior  to  the  beginning  of  utilization  for 
access  during  construction,  and  (3)  that,  at  the  completion 
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of  construction,  the  responsibility  of  the  Agency  for  improve¬ 
ment,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  shall  cease. 

‘‘(c)  For  water  resources  projects  to  be  constructed  in 
the  future,  when  the  taking  by  the  Federal  Government  of 
an  existing  public  road  necessitates  replacement,  the  substi¬ 
tute  provided  will,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  serve  in  the  same 
manner  and  reasonably  as  well  as  the  existing  road.  The 
head  of  the  Agency  concerned  is  authorized  to  construct  such 
substitute  roads  to  design  standards  comparable  to  those  of 
the  State,  or,  where  applicable  State  standards  do  not  exist, 
those  of  the  owning  political  division  in  which  the  road  is 
located,  for  roads  of  the  same  classification  as  the  road  being 
replaced.  The  traffic  existing  at  the  time  of  the  taking  shall 
be  used  in  the  determination  of  the  classification.  In 
any  case  where  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 
requests  that  such  a  substitute  road  be  constructed  to  a  higher 
standard  than  that  provided  in  the  preceding  provisions  of 
this  subsection,  and  pays,  prior  to  commencement  of  such 
construction,  the  additional  costs  involved  due  to  such  higher 
standard,  such  Agency  head  is  authorized  to  construct  such 
road  to  such  higher  standard.  Federal  costs  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  part  of  the  nonreimbursable 
project  costs.” 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author- 
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ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and 
allied  purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  local¬ 
ities:  Provided,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports 
made  on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supple¬ 
mental  or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless 
authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  l)e 
made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such 
review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed 
physical  or  economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Government  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any 
project  for  the  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor 
mentioned  in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work 
shall  have  been  adopted  by  law : 

Valenciana  Elver,  Puerto  Eico. 

Waccasassa  Elver  (Levy  County  and  Gilchrist  County) , 
Florida. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  North  Shore,  Louisiana. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

San  Bernard  Eiver,  Texas. 
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Arkansas  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of 
the  Enfanla  and  Keystone  Reservoirs,  Oklahoma,  on  the 
water  supply  facilities  of  the  cities  of  McAlester  and  Yale, 
respectively,  with  a  view  to  deteiTninin^  the  extent  of  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  the  replacement  of  the  cities’  water  sup¬ 
ply  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation  contained 
in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and  relocation 
plans. 

Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  effect  of  the  Barkley  Dam  project,  on  the  water 
supply  and  sewage  treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of  Cadiz, 
Kuttawa,  and  Eddyville,  Kentucky,  and  the  State  ])eni- 
tentiary  at  Eddyville,  Kentucky,  respectively,  with  a  view 
to  determining  the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  the 
replacement  of  their  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment 
facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation  contained 
in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and  relocation 
plans. 

Missouri  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of 
Oahe  and  Garrison  Reservoirs,  North  Dakota  and  South 
Dakota,  on  the  sewage  treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of 
Bismarck  and  Mandan,  North  Dakota,  respectively,  with  a 
view  to  determining  the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in 
the  sewage  treatment  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to 
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limitation  contained  in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  ])ro- 
tective  and  relocation  plans. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County,  California,  drain¬ 
ing  the  Santa  Ynez  Mountains,  except  Santa  Ynez  River 
and  tributaries. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia  draining  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  purposes  of 
developing,  where  feasil)le,  multiple-i)urpose  water  resource 
projects,  particularly  those  which  would  be  eligible  under  the 
provisions  of  title  III  of  Public  Law  85-500. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  California. 

iKaskaskia  River  levees,  Illinois;  review  of  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Puget  Sound,  Washington,  and  adjacent  waters,  includ¬ 
ing  tributaries,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and 
other  water  uses  and  related  land  resources. 

Plarbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii,  with  a  view  to  deteraii- 
ning  the  advisability  of  improvements  in  the  interest  of 
navigation,  flood  control,  hydroelectric  power  development, 
water  supply,  and  other  beneficial  water  uses,  and  related 
land  resources. 

Waimea  River,  Kokee  Area,  Kauai,  Hawaii,  for  multiple 
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Waipio  Elver,  Kohala-Hamakua  coast,  Island  of 
Hawaii,  for  multiple  purpose  development. 

Iso  Eiver,  Wiluku,  Maui,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  211.  In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$100,000,000  for  the  prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan 
adopted  by  section  9  (a)  of  the  Act  approved  December  22, 
1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Con¬ 
gress  ) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  Acts 
of  Congress,  for  continuing  the  works  in  the  Missouri  Eiver 
Basin  to  be  undertaken  under  said  plans  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior. 

Sec.  212.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood 
Control  Act  of  1962’b 
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87th  Congress  ]  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  J  Keport 
£d  Session  )  (No.  2504 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL,  AND 
FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS,  1962 


October  1,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  13273] 

General  Statement 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  13273)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation 
of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favor¬ 
ably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

The  committee  amendments  are  shown  in  linetype  and  italic  in  the 
reported  bill. 

The  River  and  Harbor  Subcommittee  and  the  Flood  Control  Sub¬ 
committee  have  taken  testimony  on  all  the  matters  contained  in  the 
bill,  beginning  on  May  8,  1962.  Both  subcommittees  and  the  full 
committee  have  met  in  executive  sessions  for  discussion  of  these 
matters. 

explanation  of  bill 

H.R.  13273  is  similar  to  the  omnibus  river  and  harbor  and  flood 
control  bills  of  1960  and  preceding  years,  which  have  been  considered 
at  intervals  of  2  to  4  years. 

The  purposes  of  the  bill  are  to  authorize  construction  of  certain 
projects  for  navigation,  beach  erosion  control,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes,  on  which  favorable  recommendations  have  been  made 
oy  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  authorize  an  increase  in  the  monetary 
authorization  for  one  comprehensive  river  basin  plan  previously 
approved  by  the  Congress;  authorize  surveys  of  problems  on  streams 
and  at  other  localities,  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers; 
provide  for  reimbursement  to  local  interests  for  work  done  on  au¬ 
thorized  beach  erosion  control  projects,  and  other  matters. 
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The  bill  is  divided  into  two  parts.  Title  I  covers  river  and  harbor 
works,  including  navigation  and  beach  erosion  control  projects  and 
matters  related  thereto.  Title  II  covers  flood  control  works,  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  works,  multiple-purpose  works  including  and  related 
to  flood  control  and  hurricane  protection,  and  matters  related  thereto. 
The  monetary  amounts  for  authorization  in  each  title  are  summarized 
in  the  table  following  these  introductory  paragraphs. 

Committee  Amendments 


A  full  explanation  of  the  committee  amendments  is  given  starting 
on  page  231. 


NEED  FOR  BILL 


Over  the  years,  the  Congress  has  evolved  a  body  of  legislation  es¬ 
tablishing  the  Federal  interest  in  civil  works  projects  for  many  pur¬ 
poses.  As  a  result  of  a  number  of  authorizing  acts,  a  considerable 
Federal  program  of  such  projects  has  been  developed.  However, 
many  other  problems  and  meritorious  projects  still  await  study 
and  consideration.  Continuing  study  and  revision  of  the  program 
in  keeping  with  current  and  prospective  needs  are  essential  to  sound 
regional  and  national  development  and  to  efficient  use  of  the  Nation’s 
financial  and  natural  resources.  The  projects  contained  in  this  bill 
are  the  results  of  such  study,  completed  almost  entirely  since  the 
authorization  act  of  July  14,  1960.  The  bill  is  necessary  to  provide 
authorization  for  their  undertaking,  and  for  effective  continuing 
undertaking  of  certain  comprehensive  river  basin  plans  and  programs 
previously  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

The  committee  urges  passage  of  this  bill. 


Summary  and  Analysis  of  the  Bill 

Monetary  summary  of  bill 
title  i 


Number 

Amount 

71 

8 

$406, 930. 000 
1,  776, 800 

79 

408, 705, 800 

title  II 


86 

1 

$1, 895, 313, 500 
3, 700, 000 

87 

1, 899, 013,  500 

167 

2,307, 719,300 

Analysis  of  Title  I 


SECTION  101 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  navigation 
and  beach  erosion  control  works  in  title  I.  The  initial  table  lists  the 
projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  estimated  Federal  costs. 
Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 
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TITLE  I.  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 


Navigation  ■projects 


Projects 


Document  No. 


Federal  cost 
of  new  vv'ork 


Big  Sandy  River,  Ky.,  lock  and  dam  No.  3 . . . . 

Buffalo  Harbor,  N.Y _ _ _ 

Buttermilk  Channel,  N.Y _ _ 

Calcasieu  River,  La _ 

Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Ill.  and  Ind _ 

Carvers  Harbor,  Maine _ _ 

Caseville  Harbor,  Mich _ _ _ 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Mass _ _ _ 

Chicago  Harbor,  Ill _ 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Columbia  and  lower  Willamette  Rivers,  Oreg _ 

Columbia  and  lower  Willamette  Rivers  below  Vancouver,  Wash, 
and  Oreg. 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Dana  Point,  Calif _ _ _ 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  River,  Mass _ _ _ 

Erie  Harbor,  Pa _ _ _ 

Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  N.Y _ 

Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling,  Mich _ 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  N.Y _ 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wis _ _ 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios,  Tex _ 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,  Tex _ 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana  and  Texas  section _ 

Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama _ 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Illinois  Waterway,  Ill.  and  Ind _ _ 

Kaskaskia  River,  Ill. _ _ 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Hawaii _ 

Kennebunk  River,  Maine _ 

Kenosha  Harbor,  Wis _ 

Key  West  Harbor,  Fla _ _ _ 

Leland  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Little  Neck  Bay,  N.Y _ 

Lynnhaven  Inlet  Bay,  Va _ 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wis _ 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wis _ _ — 

-Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico . . 

Mississippi  River,  Clarksville,  Mo _ 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minneapolis, 


H.  451,  87th  Cong. 
H.  483,  87th  Cong. 
H.  582,  87th  Cong. 


S.  118,  87th  Cong. 
H.  64,  87th  Cong. 
H.  350,  87th  Cong 
H.  485,  87th  Cong, 
H.  527,  87th  Cong, 
H.  203,  87th  Cong, 
H.  452,  87th  Cong 

H.  415,  87th  Cong, 
H.  532,  87th  Cong 
S.  126,  87th  Cong. 
H.  340,  87th  Cong 
H.  551,  87th  Cong, 
H.  480,  87th  Cong, 
H.  341,  87th  Cong, 
H.  138,  87th  Cong 
H.  470,  87th  Cong, 
H.  504,  87th  Cong, 
H.  288,  87th  Cong, 
II.  — ,  87th  Cong 


H.  165,  87th  Cong, 
H.  31,  86th  Cong. 
S.  44,  87th  Cong.., 
H.  484,  87th  Cong 
H.  459,  87th  Copg, 
H.  496,  87th  Cong, 
S.  106,  87th  Cong. 
H.  413,  87th  Cong, 
H.  510,  87th  Cong 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong 
H.  479,  87th  Cong 
II.  516,  87th  Coing 
II.  134,  87th  Cong, 
S.  36,  87th  Cong.., 
II.  552,  87th  Cong, 
H.  513,  87th  Cong 


$200, 000 
2, 797. 000 
2, 226, 000 
3,310,000 
11,464,000 
205,000 
327,000 
2, 843, 000 
1,  505, 000 
888,000 
493, 000 
20, 100, 000 

6, 179, 000 
3, 730, 000 
7, 050, 000 
671, 000 
1, 695, 000 
350, 000 
1, 100, 000 
765, 000 
4, 270, 000 
818, 000 
1,  590, 000 
25,  540, 000 


8,  557, 000 
114, 652, 000 
58, 200, 000 
7, 919, 000 
270, 000 
673, 000 
820, 000 
485, 000 
2, 185, 000 
1, 068, 000 
719, 000 
1,  752, 000 
4, 029, 000 
357, 000 
103, 300 
1, 205, 000 


Minn. 


Muskegon  Harbor,  Mich _ _ _ 

Narraguagus  Harbor,  Maine - 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J _ 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Mich _ _ _ 

Noyo  River  and  Harbor,  Calif _ 

Oakland  Harbor,  Calif _ 

Oakland  Harbor,  Fruitvale  Avenue  Bridge,  Calif - 

Ontonagon  Harbor,  Mich _ _ _ _ _ 

Oswego  Harbor,  N.Y _ 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Miss _ 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  R.I _ 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Fla _ 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Mass _ 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine _ 

Portsmouth  Harbor,  N.H.  and  Maine _ 

Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channel,  Tampa  Harbor,  Fla... 

Puget  Sound-Kingston  Harbor,  Wash - 

Raritan  River,  N.J _ _ 

Rollinson  Chaimel,  N.C _ 

Rouge  River,  Mich _ 

Sabine  Neches  Waterway _ 

Saginaw  River,  Mich _ _ 

Sandy  Slough,  Mo _ 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  Calif _ 

Savannah  Harbor,  Oa _ 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine _ _ _ 

Swinomish  Channel,  Wash _ 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Wash _ 

Trinity  River,  Wallisville,  Tex - - - 

Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama  and  Georgia. 
Wilmington  Harbor,  N.C _ 


H,  474,  87th  Cong _ 

609, 000 

H.  530i  87th  Cong _ 

500; 000 

H  481,  87t.h  Cong 

667,000 
13, 231, 000 
6,  775, 000 
1, 750, 000 
4, 741, 000 
1, 180, 000 
4, 870, 000 
210,000 
424, 000 

S.  121, '87th  Cong". _ 

H.  353,  87th  Cong _ 

S.  75,  87th  Cong---. _ 

H.  287,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  47L  87th  Cong _ 

H.  560j  87th  Cong _ 

H.  236;  87th  Cong _ 

H.  528,  87th  Cong _ 

S.  124,'87th  Congl _ 

1, 200, 000 

H.  216,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  482,  87th  Cong _ 

8,  340, 000 
7, 500, 000 
997. 000 
428, 000 
Maintenance 

H.  529,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  417,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  455;  86th  Cong _ 

H.  457’,  87th  Cong _ 

652, 000 
257, 000 
20,  830, 000 
4, 780, 000 
195, 000 

H.  553;  87th  Cong _ 

H.  544;  87th  Cong _ 

H.  419,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  518;  87th  Cong _ 

3, 000, 000 
605,000 

S.  115,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  500,  87th  Cong _ 

700,000 

H.  499;  87th  Cong . 

S  104,  87t,h  Cong 

887,000 
2, 460, 000 

H.  215,  87th  Cong _ 

9, 162, 000 

S.  109,'87th  Cong _ 

500,000 

S.  114,  87th  Cong _ 

6,  370, 000 

406,  930, 300 


Total. 
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Beach  erosion  ■projects 


Projects 

Document  No. 

Federal  cost 
of  new  work 

Fire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island, 
N.Y. 

H.  — ,  87th  Cong _ 

$194,000 

668,600 
100, 300 
88,000 
616,000 
(0 

220,000 

Ohio  shore  of  Lake  Erie: 

H.  63,  87th  Cong . 

n.  414,  87th  Cong - 

H.  416,  87th  Cong . 

H.  458,  87th  Cong . 

H.  382,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  561,  87th  Cong . 

1,776,800 

1  Periodic  nourishment. 


NARRAGUAGDS  RIVER,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  530,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  northeastern  Maine  about  35  miles  east  of  Bangor. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  27,  1956. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  200  feet  wide  and  11  feet 
deep  from  deep  water  in  the  bay  to  the  original  location  of  lower 
steamboat  wharf,  thence  9  feet  deep  to  the  anchorage  known  as 
Deep  Hole,  a  total  distance  of  1.5  miles. 

Navigation  problem. — The  present  shallow  depths  hamper  movement 
of  loaded  fishing  craft  to  the  canneries  and  there  is  a  need  for  sheltered 
anchorage  areas  in  the  locality. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  11  feet 
deep  and  150  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Narraguagus  Bay  to 
Wyman;  thence  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  to  Milbridge,  with 
widening  opposite  Milbridge  for  an  anchorage;  and  thence  6  feet 
deep  and  100  feet  wide  to  the  proposed  town  landing  downstream  from 
the  highway  bridge,  with  widening  near  the  landing  for  an  anchorage. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1962). — 

Federal _  $500,  000 

Non-Federal _  5,  000 

Total _ 505,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$14, 400 
7,900 

$300 

$14,700 

7,900 

Total _ _ _ 

22, 300 

300 

22,600 

Annual  benefits: 

14,400 

21,600 

TotAl  _ _ _ _ 

36,000 

RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  C30NTR0L  PROJECTS 


5 


BeneHt-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvement  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and 
also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor 
or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of 
the  improvements;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  a  suitable  public  landing  at  Milbridge  with  adequate  supply 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  in  accordance  with  plans  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  provide  and  maintain  wdthout 
cost  to  the  United  States  adequate  doclong  facilities  at  the  terminals, 
including  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  related 
project  depths.  They  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

CARVERS  HARBOR,  VINALHAVEN,  MAINE 
(S.  Doc.  118,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  southwest  side  of  Vinalhaven  Island  at  the  mouth 
of  Penobscot  Bay,  about  15  miles  southeast  of  Rockland,  Maine. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
January  18,  1949. 

Existing  project. — Consist  of  dredging  to  a  depth  of  16  feet  an  area 
of  2.3  acres  in  the  central  part  of  the  inner  harbor;  and  to  a  depth  of 
10  feet  two  adjoining  areas  on  the  southeast,  totaling  7  acres. 

Navigation  problem. — The  principal  difSculties  are  the  maneuvering 
and  docldng  of  boats  in  the  harbor  at  low  tide. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  to  10 
feet  the  area  extending  northwest  from  the  present  23-acre  anchorage 
to  a  line  generally  50  feet  from  the  existing  wharves;  and  a  channel 
6  feet  deep  from  the  anchorage  extension  to  the  northeast  part  of  the 
harbor,  75  feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  325  feet,  thence  increasing  to  a 
width  of  150  feet  for  a  distance  of  175  feet  to  form  a  basin. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  February  1962). — 

Federal _ $205,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Total _ _ _ j,' _  205,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$6,100 

$6,100 

Maintenance _ 

1,200 

1,200 

7,300 

7,300 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings . 

16,100 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvement  upon  the  request  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  as  may  be  determined  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for 
initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulklieads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such 
retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement; 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  a  suitable 
public  landing  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms  and  with  adequate  supply  facilities  and  access  to  the  dredged 
channel,  in  accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

SE.4RSPOBT  HARBOR,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  500,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  west  side  of  Penobscot  Bay  about  30  miles  from 
the  entrance. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Searsport 
Harbor. 

Navigation  problem. — Shallow  approach  depths  and  limited  turning 
areas  of  adequate  depth  require  that  larger  vessels  proceed  to  their 
berths  at  high  tide  and  limit  the  size  of  vessels  that  may  use  the  port. 

Eecommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  the  construction 
of  an  access  channel  500  feet  wide,  35  feet  deep  to  the  deepwater  piers 
at  Mack  Point,  Searsport  Harbor,  Maine,  with  a  turning  basin  of  the 
same  depth  and  a  maximum  width  of  1,500  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1962). — 

Federal _  $700,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ 

Total _  700,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$20,300 

$20, 300 

6,200 

26,600 

6,200 

26,500 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings.. _ _ 

474,000 

RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 
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Benefit-cost  ratio.— 17 .9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  and  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation,  on  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  and  provide  and 
maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  commensurate 
with  the  project  depth  in  the  berths  and  berth  access  channels  of  the 
two  deep-draft  wharves. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Marne:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

PORTLAND  HARBOR,  MAINE 

(H.  Doc.  216,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Portland  Harbor  is  at  the  southwest  end  of  Casco  Bay 
on  the  Maine  coast,  100  miles  northeast  of  Boston,  Mass. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  20,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  two 
anchorages,  one  35  feet  deep  northwest  of  House  Island,  the  other  30 
feet  deep  east  of  the  city;  a  channel  35  feet  deep  from  the  sea  to  the 
Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Bridge  with  a  turning  basin  35  feet  deep; 
a  channel  30  feet  deep  from  the  anchorage  of  that  depth  to  the  mouth 
of  Back  Cove,  thence  14  and  12  feet  deep  within  the  cove;  removal  of 
obstructing  rock  ledges  from  the  40-foot  channel;  a  breakwater  900 
feet  long  at  Spring  Point,  and  one  2,000  feet  long  south  of  the  inner 
harbor  entrance;  and  maintenance  of  Soldier  Ledge  Channel  in  Hus¬ 
sey  Sound  to  a  depth  of  40  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  shoals  in  the  outer  harbor  seriously 
restrict,  or  prevent,  maneuvering  of  large  tankers,  and  existing  harbor 
depths  are  inadequate. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  provides  for  an  entrance  channel  1,000  feet  wide  and  45  feet 
deep,  from  deep  water  in  Casco  Bay  to  a  line  about  opposite  Fort 
Gorges,  and  for  a  45-foot  depth  in  the  House  Island  anchorage. 

Estimated  cost  {September  1960  price  level). — 

Federal _  $8,  340,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  8,  340,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$303, 700 
4,100 

$303, 700 
4, 100 

307, 800 

307, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

1,464,000 
366, 700 

1,830,700 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 6.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Requii'es  that  local  interests  agree  to,  hold,  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance,  and  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  required  including  spoil-disposal  areas  and  bulkheads,  dikes, 
and  embankments  necessary  thereto.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  cooperate  in  the  desired  improvements.  , 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection;  however,  they  consider  that,  if  the  project  is  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress,  funds  to  initiate  construction  should  be  requested 
only  upon  a  determination  that  the  economic  justification  for  the 
project  is  not  significantly  impaired  in  light  of  Canadian  oil  pohcy  as 
it  may  appear  at  that  time. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  project  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  at  this  time. 

KENNEBUNK  RIVER,  MAINE 
(H.  Doc.  459,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  Keimebunk  River  is  located  in  southwestern  Marne 
and  discharges  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  about  30  miles  southwest  of 
Portland. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 

Jmie  3,  1959.  ,  ,  p  •  i 

Existing  project, — -Provides  for  a  cliannel  4  feet  deep,  100  feet  wide, 
and  about  1  mile  long  from  the  ocean  to  Kennebunkport ;  three  stone 
jetties,  one  550  feet  long  on  the  east  side  of  the  river  mouth,  another 
290  feet  long  on  the  west  side,  and  a  third  of  no  specified  length  on  tlie 

east  bank.  •  rr  •  i 

Navigation  problem. — Inadequate  depths  and  insufficient  ancliorage 
areas  result  m  lost  fishing  time  and  boat  damage  to  the  existhig  fishing 
and  pleasure  boat  fleet. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  channel  8  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide,  extending  1,700  feet  from  deep  water  to  the  to^vn  landing, 
thence  6  feet  depth  over  a  width  of  100  feet  for  a  distance  of  2,300 
feet,  and  a  width  of  75  feet  for  the  remaining  2,000  feet  to  the  project 
limit;  an  anchorage,  4  acres  in  area,  on  the  west  side  ol  the  channel, 
and  an  anchorage  2  acres  in  area  on  the  east  side,  each  6  feet  deep; 
and  extension  of  the  west  jetty  by  about  300  feet,  supplemented  by 
construction  of  a  sand  fence. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  September  1961). — 

Federal _  $270,  000 

Non-Federal _  90,  000 

Total _ 360.  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$8, 000 
4,300 

$3,250 

$11,250 

4,300 

Total.. _ _ 

12, 300 

3,250 

15,550 

Annual  benefits: 

3,800 

29,830 

27,230 

Total  . . - . 

60,860 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  25  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
-construction  due  to  recreational  boating  benefits,  such  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $90,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvements  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of 
the  improvements;  and  improve  and  maintain  the  existing  public 
landing,  including  access  to  the  dredged  channel,  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms.  Local  interests  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

PORTSMOUTH  HARBOR  AND  PISCATAQUA  RIVER,  MAINE  AND  N.H. 

(H.  Doc.  482,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Portsmouth  Harbor  is  located  45  miles  northeast  of 
Boston  Harbor  and  37  miles  southwest  of  Portland  Harbor  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Piscataqua  River.  The  river  is  about  13  miles  long  and 
forms  a  portion  of  the  boundary  of  the  States  of  Maine  and  New 
Hampshhe. 

Authority. — The  report  is  in  partial  response  to  resolutions  adopted 
hy  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  on  November  18,  1958,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project.— The  existing  project  for  Portsmouth  Harbor  and 
Piscataqua  River,  Maine  and  N.H.,  completed  in  1956,  provides  for 
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the  removal  of  ledge  rock  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  Gangway  Rock, 
southwest  point  of  Badgers  Island,  and  Boiling  Rock  to  a  depth  of 
35  feet. 

Naviqation  problem. — High  velocity  current  flows  and  a  tortuous 
channel  with  sharp  bends  and  submerged  ledges  makes  navigation  for 
deep-draft  vessels  hazardous. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  unprovement  of 
the  river  channel  from'  Henderson  Point  to  Newington  by  widening 
and  deepening  to  35  feet  below  mean  low  water  the  bends  at  Henderson 
Point,  Gangway  Rock,  and  the  southwesterly  point  of  Badgers  Island ; 
widening  the  channel  between  Badgers  Island  and  Nobles  Island; 
widening  the  bend  east  of  the  Maine-New  Hampshire  interstate  bridge 
to  provide  a  better  approach  to  the  bridge;  removing  the  26-foot  shoal 
at  the  south  edge  of  the  channel  west  of  the  Maine-New  Hampshire 
interstate  bridge ;  widening  the  bend  at  Boiling  Rock  including  removal 
of  the  pinnacle  of  Boiling  Rock;  providing  a  950-foot-wide  tiirning 
basin  immediately  upstream;  and  improving  the  channel  from  Boiling 
Rock  to  Newington  to  a  depth  of  35  feet,  generally  400  feet  wide,  and 
providing  a  turning  basin  850  feet  wide  by  dredging  shoals. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). — 

Federal _  $7,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  7,  500,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$214, 000 
10, 000 
600 

0 

$214, 000 
10,000 
600 

224,600 

224,600 

482, 000 

482,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ments;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  the  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and 
for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas. 
Local  interests  have  agreed  to  furnish  the  required  items  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maine:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget— No  objection. 
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GLOUCESTER  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  341,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Gloucester  Harbor,  Mass.,  is  at  the  southern  end  of 
Cape  Ann,  about  25  miles  northeast  of  Boston  Harbor. 

Authority .—Tyfo  similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  March  30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Provides  in  general  for  a  rubblestone  breakwater 
2,250  feet  long;  removal  of  three  ledges  in  the  inner  harbor  and  five 
ledges  in  the  outer  harbor;  removal,  to  a  depth  of  15  feet,  of  ledges 
and  boulders  obstructing  the  approach  to  the  wharves;  and  dredging, 
to  15  feet  below  mean  low  water,  of  the  channel  leading  past  the 
wharves;  and  dredging  Harbor  Cove  to  a  depth  of  10  feet  at  mean 
low  water.  It  also  provides  for  an  8-foot  channel  through  Annisquam 
River. 

Navigation  problem. — Greater  channel  dimensions  and  the  removal 
of  rock  obstructions  are  needed  for  safe  navigation.  Additional 
anchorage  areas  also  are  needed. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  an  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  into  the  inner  harbor,  300  feet  wide  and  20  feet  deep,  with  a  turning 
basin  600  feet  wide;  an  access  channel,  200  to  250  feet  wide  and  20 
feet  deep,  along  the  waterfront  to  the  northwest  of  the  Gloucester 
fish  pier;  an  access  channel,  200  feet  wide  and  20  feet  deep,  along  the 
waterfront  southeast  of  the  Gloucester  fish  pier;  an  access  channel, 
650  to  300  feet  wide  and  16  feet  deep  extending  into  Smith  Cove;  an 
access  channel  varying  from  500  to  100  feet  wide  and  18  feet  deep, 
along  the  waterfront  west  of  Harbor  Cove  and  into  Harbor  Cove; 
an  anchorage  of  about  5  acres,  15  feet  deep,  east  of  the  entrance  to 
Harbor  Cove;  an  achorage  of  about  10  acres,  16  feet  deep,  opposite 
the  entrance  to  Smith  Cove;  and  removal  of  the  isolated  rock  shoal 
adjacent  to  the  entrance  channel  south  of  Harbor  Cove,  to  a  depth  of 
24  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  November  1960). — 

Federal _  $1,  100,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total _  1,  100,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$40, 700 
14,300 

0 

0 

$40, 700 
14,300 

Increased  maintenance _ - _ _ _ _ _ 

Total . 

56, 000 

0 

55,000 

Annual  benefits: 

14,000 
133, 600 

Elimination  of  tidal  delays _ _ _ 

Total . 

147,000 

90048—62- 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7.  -ion 

Local  coo'pcvatioTi, — Provid.6  wittiout  cost  to  th.6  United  Stfl,tes  h.11 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of  the 
project,  and  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation, 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  provide  and 
maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels,  com¬ 
mensurate  ^vith  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
provided  further  that,  if  it  is  determined  in  detailed  studies  that  spoil- 
disposal  areas  are  needed,  local  interests  agree  to  furnish,  upon  request 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  any 
such  areas  required  including  such  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
as  may  be  necessary  for  the  initial  dredging  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^No  objection. 

MARBLEHEAD  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  516,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — -North  of  Boston  about  lialfway  between  Boston  and 
Gloucester,  Mass. 

Authority. — -House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  2,  1949. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  a 
13-acre  anchorage  area  20  feet  deep;  a  16-acre  anchorage  area  9  feet 
deep;  and  repair  to  the  seawall. 

Navigation  problem. — -There  is  a  need  for  additional  anchorage  area 
and  greater  protection  for  present  and  future  fleets  using  the  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— PvoY\die.s  for  construction  of  a 
stone  breakwater  1,200  feet  long  and  that  the  existing  project  be 
abandoned. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _  $1,  752,  000 

Non-Federal _  648,  000 

Total _  2,-400,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  mortization  _  _ _ 

$50, 140 
18, 750 

$23, 460 

$73,600 
18, 750 

Total _ _ - . . . - _ 

68, 890 

23,460 

92,350 

Annual  benefits: 

Commercial  fishing . . . 1 _ _ _ 

56,400 
66, 100 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ 

122,500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — -1 .3. 

Local  cooperation. — ^Contribute  in  cash  27  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  due  to  benefits  to  recreational  boating,  such  contribution 
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presently  estimated  at  $648,000  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual  costs 
have  been  determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  when  and  as  required,  including  access  for 
a  contractor  and  his  equipment  to  construct  the  breakwater  fi’om 
land;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may 
result  from  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project; 
and  provide  assurances  that  the  existing  public  landings  or  their 
equivalent  will  be  adequately  maintained  during  the  life  of  the  project 
and  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  iuterests  have  provided 
assurances  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  will  be  met. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Massachusetts;  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  —No  objection. 

CHELSEA  RIVER  (BOSTON  HARBOR),  M.A.SS. 

(H.  Doc.  350,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chelsea  River  is  a  coastal  stream  empt3dng  into  Boston 
Harbor,  Mass. 

Authority. — -Resolution  of  the  Public  Works  Committee,  I’.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  Februaiw  1,  1946. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  ennsists  of  a 
channel  30  feet  deep  and  generally  200  feet  wide  from  the  mouth  of  the 
river,  upstream  for  a  distance  of  2.0  miles;  thence  8.4  feet  deep  and  150 
feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  0.5  mile  to  the  head  of  navigation. 

Navigation  problem. — Inadequate  depths  make  navigation  hazaiTlous 
and  result  in  delays  to  deep-draft  commercial  traffic  using  the  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  in  Chel¬ 
sea  River  35  feet  deep  from  the  Boston  Harbor  main  ship  channel  to 
the  Chelsea  Street  Bridge  generally  225  to  250  feet  in  width;  a  channel 
35  feet  deep  varying  in  width  from  250  to  430  feet  above  the  Chelsea 
Street  Bridge;  a  maneuvering  basin  35  feet  deep  with  800  feet  average 
\vidth  and  1,000  feet  average  length;  and  deauthorization  of  the  30- 
and  8.4-foot  channels  l.ying  in  the  waterway  outside  the  presentlj" 
rer'ommended  35-foot  project  limits  for  Chelsea  River. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960). — ■ 

Federal _ i _  $2,  843,  000 

Non-Federal _ , _  2,  140,  000 


Total _  4,  983,  000 

Project  economics. — •  ? 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Amiuai  charges: 

$103, 400 
2,  .500 

$91, 200 

$194,  600 
2,500 

Total  . 

105,  900 

91,200 

197,  loo 

531,350 
66, 900 
184, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Reduction  in  tidal  delays . . . . . . 

Total  . . . — 

782, 250 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.0. 

Local  cooperation.— lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way  re¬ 
quired  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance; 
provide  and  maintain  berthing  areas;  relocate  Northeast  Petroleum 
Corp.  wharf  as  needed;  and  accomplish  alterations  in  gas  siphon, 
water  tunnel,  submarine  cable,  and  other  utilities  as  needed.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  cooperate. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

DORCHESTER  BAY  AND  NEPONSET  RIVER,  MASS. 

(S.  Doc.  126,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  Kiver  are  located  in  the 
southern  part  of  Boston  Harbor. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  Resolution  adopted 
October  15,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  project  provides  for  a  channel  18 
feet  deep  and  175  feet  wide  from  the  main  ship  channel  to  Commercial 
Point,  and  15  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  in  Neponset  River  to  the 
Neponset  Highway  Bridge. 

Navigation  problem. — ^Proposed  steam-electric  plant  of  Boston 
Edison  Co.  at  Squantum  Point  depends  upon  35-foot  depth  channel 
and  appropriate  turning  basin. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provide  a  channel  35  feet  deep 
and  300  feet  wide  from  the  Boston  Harbor  to  the  vicinity  of  Squantum 
Point,  with  a  turning  basin  of  the  same  depth. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level). — 

Federal _  $7,  050,  000 

Non-Federal _  315,  000 

Total _  7,  365,  000 


Project  economics  {100  year  analysis  basis). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$201, 000 
10,000 
1,000 

$12, 800 

$213,  800 
10,000 
1,000 

212,000 

12,800 

224,800 

659,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Construct  the  first  250,000-kilowatt  unit  of  the 
proposed  powerplant;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
needed  for  the  project;  provide  an  approach  channel  and  berth  with 
depths  commensurate  with  recommended  project;  and  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  subject  to  the 
understanding  that,  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction 
of  the  project,  if  authorized,  more  definite  evidence  be  presented  to 
show  that  other  industries  would  utilize  the  deep-draft  channel,  in 
order  to  assure  that  Federal  funds  are  not  expended  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  a  single  user. 

PLYMOUTH  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(S.  Doc.  124,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — ^On  the  coast  of  Massachusetts  about  45  miles  south  of 
Boston. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  20,  1948. 

Existing  project. — Existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for 
an  18-foot  channel  from  deep  water  to  the  State  pier,  a  distance  of 
about  2.5  miles;  a  channel  15  feet  deep  from  the  State  pier  for  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  0.3  mile  terminating  in  a  300-square-foot  turning  basin  of 
the  same  depth;  an  18-foot  anchorage  adjacent  to  the  18-foot  channel; 
maintenance  of  the  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  State  pier  dredged  by 
Commonwealth;  and  riprap  protection  for  sections  of  Long  Beach  and 
restoration  of  Eel  Kiver  to  its  former  course.  Local  interests  have 
provided  various  navigation  and  waterfront  improvements. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  additional  anchorage 
area  and  greater  protection  for  present  and  future  fleets  using  Ply¬ 
mouth  Harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  rubble-stone 
breakwater  extending  1,400  feet  easterly  from  a  point  north  of  the 
town  wharf,  and  thence  southeasterly  for  a  distance  of  2,100  feet;  an 
anchorage  8  feet  deep  and  60  acres  in  area  inside  the  breakwater;  and 
elimination  of  the  authorized  18-foot  anchorage  from  the  existing 
project. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _  $1,  200,  000 

Non- Federal _  300,000 


Total _  1,  500,  000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$43, 880 
10,000 
120 

$12,  800 

$56, 680 
10, 000 
120 

Maintenance..  _ _ _ 

Maintenance,  navigation  aids _ 

Total _ 

64,00 

12,800 

66,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Storm  damages  prevented _ _ _ 

12,000 

68,800 

41,000 

Commercial  fishing  _ 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

Total _ _ 

121, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  20  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  benefits  to  recreational  boating,  such  contribu- 
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tion,  presently  estimated  at  $300,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  Imnp  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  maintain  existing  public  landings  open  to 
all  on  equal  terms  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
necessary  mooring  facilities  in  the  anchorage ;  provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids 
to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including 
suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in 
the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil 
and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor 
or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  and  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project.  Local  interests  have  provided  assurances 
that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  will  be  met. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior;  No  objection. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

PAWTUXET  COVE,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  236,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — At  the  mouth  of  the  Pawtuxet  River,  a  tributary  of  the 
Providence  River  which  empties  into  Narragansett  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  April  5,  1949. 

Existing  Project. — -No  Federal  project. 

Navigation  problem. — Navigation  is  hampered  by  shallow  depths  in 
the  entrance  channel  and  in  the  channel  inside  the  cove.  There  is 
no  available  anchorage  area  where  boats  can  moor  without  groundmg 
at  low  tide.  Boat  damages  result  due  to  these  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  channel  100  feet  wide  and 
6  feet  deep  from  deep  water  to  the  head  of  the  cove,  with  a  turning 
basin  near  the  upper  end;  and  an  anchorage  of  about  14  acres,  6  feet 
deep,  south  of  the  entrance  channel,  with  a  sheltering  dike,  2,200  feet 
long,  constructed  to  12  feet  above  mean  low  water,  on  the  east  side 
of  the  anchorage. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1960). — 

Federal _  $210,  000 

Non-Pederal _ _ _  210,000 


Total _  420,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$8,300 

8,400 

$9, 000 

$17,300 

8,400 

Maintenance _  _ 

Total . . . 

16,700 

9,000 

26,700 

1,200 

35,000 

2,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented 

Small-boat  harbor _ 

Land  fill _ 

Total . 

;18,200 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — ’l.S. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities,  such  contribution, 
presently  estimated  at  $210,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined ;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs 
of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  tlie  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project; 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary 
mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  two  public  landings  with 
suitable  supply  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  regulate  the  use 
of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  the  facilities  will 
be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and,  remove  or  relocate  locally  con¬ 
structed  navigation  aids.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

LITTLE  NECK  BAY,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  510,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Little  Neck  Baj"  is  on  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island 
at  the  westerly  end  of  Long  Island  Sound,  about  17  miles  northeast 
of  the  Battery,  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  November  14,  1957, 
and  July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  naviga¬ 
tion  in  the  bay. 

Navigation  problem. — Difficulties  arise  from  insufficient  depth  in 
the  southerly  part  of  the  bay.  Larger  vessels  are  forced  to  moor  in 
less  sheltered  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  improvement  by 
dredging  to  a  depth  of  7  feet  an  area  of  350  acres  in  the  southern  part 
of  the  bay,  and  dredging  an  entrance  channel  thereto,  200  feet  wide 
and  7  feet  deep,  from  deep  water  to  the  north. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  January  1961). — • 

Federal . . . . . . . . -  $2,  185,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  185,  000 


Total 


4,  370,  000 
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Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization - - - - 

$79,600 

44,000 

200 

$101, 700 

$181, 300 
44,000 
200 

123,800 

101,  700 

225,500 

394,000 

10,000 

Annual  benefits: 

404,000 

BeneJit~cost  ratio. — -1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  recreational  boating  benefits,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $2,185,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of  the  project; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities 
and  utilities  including  public  landings  with  suitable  supply  facilities 
and  public  parking  areas  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  establish  a 
competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  to  regulate  the  har¬ 
bor  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  The  city  of  New  York  has 
indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

FLUSHING  B.4Y  AND  CREEK,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  551,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Flushing  Bay  is  on  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island, 
opening  into  the  East  River,  12  miles  northeast  of  the  Battery. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  adopted  on  June  7,  1961. 

Existing  project. — ^Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  from  East 
River  through  Flushing  Bay  and  in  Flushing  Creek  to  Main  Street 
Bridge  with  widths  varying  from  160  to  200  feet;  a  branch  channel  12 
feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  bay  channel  to  a  maneuvering 
area  of  the  same  depth  outside  the  municipal  boat  basin  at  the  south 
end  of  the  bay,  with  an  anchorage  basin  8  feet  deep  and  approximately 
700  feet  wide  west  of  the  branch  channel;  and  for  the  repair  and  re¬ 
construction  of  3,739  feet  of  dike.  The  work  remaining  to  be  done 
under  the  existing  project  consists  of  deepening  the  channel  in  the 
creek  to  12  feet  and  the  repair  and  reconstruction  of  the  dike. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  project  is  inadequate  for  existing 
and  prospective  recreational  craft,  e.xcursion  boats,  and  commercial 
barge  traffic. 
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Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for;  a  bay  channel  15 
feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  East  River  to  the 
maneuvering  area,  a  distance  of  1.8  miles;  a  creek  channel  15  feet  deep 
and  200  feet  wide  to  170  feet  at  a  point  50  feet  downstream  of  the 
proposed  Van  Wyck  Expressway  Bridge,  a  distance  of  about  1.1  miles; 
a  branch  channel  15  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  bay  channel 
about  0.1  mile  to  the  maneuvering  area;  an  irregularly  shaped  maneu¬ 
vering  area  2,000  by  750  feet  with  a  depth  of  15  feet,  except  the 
approach  to  the  west  side  of  the  municipal  boat  basin  which  would 
remain  at  12  feet  deep;  an  anchorage  basin  about  2,100  by  1,800  feet 
with  a  depth  of  6  feet;  a  steel  sheet-pile  breakwater  on  the  east  side 
of  the  anchorage,  west  of  the  remains  of  the  existing  dike,  1,400  feet 
long  with  a  top  elevation  of  15  feet;  abandonment  of  the  portion  of 
the  creek  channel  of  the  existing  project  from  Van  Wyck  Expressway 
Bridge  to  the  Main  Street  Bridge,  a  distance  of  0.3  mile;  abandonment 
of  the  repair  and  reconstruction  of  the  remainder  of  the  existing  dike ; 
and  completion  of  the  existing  project  primarily  in  the  creek  channel 
to  authorized  depth  of  12  feet.  The  uncompleted  part  of  the  work 
authorized  in  1925  is  recommended  be  combined  with  the  additional 
work  recommended  herein  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a  single  item. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). — 


Existing 

project 

Modification 

Total 

Federal _ 

$622, 000 
295, 000 

'  $1, 695, 000 
2, 189, 000 

$2, 317, 000 
2, 484, 000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _  ... 

917, 000 

3,  884, 000 

4,801,000 

1  Amount  of  additional  authorization  required. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$85,000 
54, 100 

$115, 700 
2, 000 

$200, 700 
56, 100 

Maintenance  _ _  ..  _ _ 

Total _  . 

139, 100 

117, 700 

256,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

211,  200 
625,  800 
5,  000 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

Harbor  of  refuge _ 

Total _ 

842, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provides  that  prior  to  construction  local  in¬ 
terests  contribute  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  for 
widening  the  bay  channel  from  200  to  300  feet,  a  distance  of  1.8 
miles,  for  dredging  the  recreational  anchorage  and  for  constructing 
the  breakwater,  presently  estimated  at  $1,154,000,  the  final  amount 
to  be  determined  after  final  costs  are  known;  and  provided  that  prior 
to  construction  local  interests  agree  to  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids 
to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  hold  and 
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save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement,  provide  and 
maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  adequate  approach  chan¬ 
nels  and  berths  and  modify  existing  facilities  at  the  terminals  which 
would  permit  use  of  the  waterway  to  secure  full  advantage  of  the 
deeper  channel;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  re¬ 
moval  or  relocation  of  pipelines,  cables,  and  other  utilities,  and  all 
necessary  protective  measures  to  bridges  and  other  structures  adja¬ 
cent  to  or  crossing  the  waterway;  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities 
for  recreational  boating  including  public  landings  with  suitable 
supply  facilities  and  public  automobile  parking  areas  open  to  all  on 
equal  terms;  and  assign  to  a  competent  and  properly,  constituted 
public  body  the  power  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  waterway  facihties  with  the  understanding  that  said 
facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  furnish  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

BUTTERMILK  CHANNEL,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  483,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Buttermilk  Channel  is  part  of  the  New  York  Harbor 
joining  Red  Hook  and  Bay  Ridge  Channels  to  form  a  continuous 
deep-draft  waterway  along  the  Brooklyn  waterfront. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  20,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Butterindk  Chan¬ 
nel  provides  for  a  40-foot  channel  over  the  easterly  half  and  a  35-foot 
channel  over  the  westerly  half,  for  suitable  widening  at  the  junctions 
with  East  River  and  Red  Hook  and  Anchorage  Channels.  Private 
and  municipal  interests  have  made  intensive  terminal  and  industrial 
improvements  along  the  Brooklyn  waterfront. 

Navigation  problem. — Navigation  is  unsafe  and  time  consuming  and 
widening  is  needed  to  alleviate  difficult  turns  vessels  must  now  make. 

Recommended  Plan  oj  Improvement. — Provides  for  minimum  clear 
width  of  2,100  feet  at  the  junction  of  Buttermilk  Channel  with 
Anchorage  and  Red  Hook  Channels;  dredging  to  a  project  depth  of 
35  feet  a  triangular  area  on  the  north  side  of  the  Buttermilk  Channel 
and  an  irregular  area  on  the  south  side. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  July  1960). — All  Federal,  $2,226,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal): 

Interest  and  amortization _  $81,  000 

IMaintenance _  17,  000 


Total _  98,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented  to  vessels _  12,  000 

Savings  in  transportation _  230,  000 


Total _  242,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

NEWARK  BAY,  HACKENSACK  AND  PASSAIC  RIVERS,  N.J.  (CHANNELS  TO 

PORT  ELIZ.^BETH) 

Location.- — Newark  Bay  is  an  estuary  extending  southerly  from  the 
confluence  of  the  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers  to  the  New  York 
and  New  Jersey  channels.  Hackensack  River  rises  in  Roclvland 
•County,  N.Y.,  and  flows  generally  south  about  45  miles  into  Newark 
Bay.  Passaic  River  rises  in  northeastern  New  Jersey  and  flows  about 
80  miles  east  and  south  into  Newark  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  June  14,  1960  and 
July  31,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project.- — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  channels 
to  Port  Elizabeth  on  the  west  side  of  Newark  Bay.  The  existing 
Federal  project  channels  in  Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic 
Rivers  connect  directly  or  indu’ectly  with  all  major  channels  and  water 
routes  within  the  port  of  New  York  as  well  as  all  inland  coastal  and 
ocean  routes  served  by  the  port.  Approach  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
is  afforded  through  Ambrose  and  Anchorage  Channels  which  have 
controlling  depths  of  45  feet  and  the  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
Channels  which  have  controlling  depths  of  35  feet. 

Navigation  flood  problem. — Local  interests  request  that  the  channels 
to  Port  Elizabeth  be  incorporated  in  the  Federal  navigation  project 
for  Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers  and  assumption  by 
the  Federal  Government  of  maintenance  of  the  channels  to  Port 
Elizabeth. 

Recommended  plan  of  impr'ovement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  for  Newark,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.,  to  provide 
for  Federal  maintenance  to  a  depth  of  35  feet  of  the  channels  to  Port 
Elizabeth  which  have  been  or  are  planned  to  be  dredged  by  the  Port 
of  New  York  Authority  or  other  responsible  agency. 

Costs  and  project  economics. — Based  on  data  in  the  district  engineer’s 
report  there  are  no  Federal  construction  costs  for  the  project.  Federal 
cost  for  maintenance  of  the  channels  is  estimated  at  $230,500  annually. 
Benefits,  based  on  anticipated  savings  over  a  50-year  period  have  not 
been  completely  evaluated ;  however,  since  the  commerce  to  the  port 
is  anticipated  to  exceed  8  million  tons  annually,  savings  in  the  order 
of  2%  cents  per  ton  would  be  required  for  its  justification.  Benefits 
resulting  from  provision  of  the  improvement  are  expected  to  exceed 
this  figure.  The  studies  made  of  this  project  to  date  indicate  that  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  will  be  in  the  order  of  2  to  1. 

Status.- — ^The  review  report  of  the  district  engineer  was  submitted 
to  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  for  consideration 
in  accordance  with  existing  law.  The  Board  returned  the  report  to 
the  reporting  officers  for  reconsideration  relative  to  the  benefit  analysis. 
Accordingly,  the  report  has  not  been  completed  and  reviewed  in 
accordance  with  established  procedures. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  has  noted  that  maintenance  of  the 
general  navigation  channels  to  Port  Elizabeth  is  needed  to  meet  the 
growing  needs  of  existing  and  prospective  deep-draft  commercial 
traffic  moving  into  the  port.  Federal  assumption  of  the  maintenance 
cost  is  justified  and  is  in  keeping  with  that  provided  in  similar  projects 
throughout  the  Nation. 


RARITAN  RIVER,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  455,  86th  Cong.) 

Location. — Raritan  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  its  North 
and  South  Branches  about  18  miles  above  New  Brunswick,  N.J., 
flows  generally  southeastward  30  miles  to  Raritan  Bay,  which  is 
about  25  miles  southwest  of  the  Battery,  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  November  1945. 

Existing  Provides  for  a  depth  of  25  feet  and  300  feet  wide 

m  the  main  channel,  together  with  various  widths  and  depths  to  the 
Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  entrance  at  New  Brunswick;  and  a  depth 
of  25  feet  and  300  feet  wide,  together  with  varying  widths  and  depths 
to  the  upper  junction  with  the  main  channel  at  Crab  Island. 

Navigation  problem.  Local  interests  desire  the  reconsideration  of 
the  item  of  local  cooperation  under  the  existing  project  regarding  spoil 
disposal  areas.  They  indicate  that  there  has  been  a  rapid  decrease 
m  available  areas  for  that  purpose. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Alodification  of  the  existino- 
project  for  Raritan  River,  N.J.,  to  provide  for  maintaining  the  South 
Channel  to  a  depth  of  15  feet  from  the  upper  limit  of  the  25-foot 
project  to  the  dock  of  the  Middlesex  County  Sewerage  Author! tv  a 
distance  of  2,200  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  January  1959). — 

Federal:  Maintenance  only. 

Non-Federal:  None. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  . 

$280 

30.000 

$640 

14,000 

$920 

44.000 

Maintenance . . 

Total... . 

30,280 

14, 640 

44,920 

180,200 

Annual  benefits:  Transnortation  savings 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 4.0. 

Local  cooperation. — In  addition  to  meeting  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  for  the  existing  project;  furnish  spoil-disposal  areas  and 
necessary  dikes,  bulkheads  and  embankments  therefor,  required  for 
maintenance  of  the  improvement  when  and  as  required;  and  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  maintenance  of  the 
improvement.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  abilitv 
to  meet  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  Connecting  Waters,  Virginia 

(H.  Doc.  580,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  south  shore  of  Chesapeake  Bay,  5  miles  west  of 
Cape  Henry,  and  10  miles  east  of  Norfolk,  Va. 

Authority. — Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  navigation  project. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  to  improve  the  entrance  and 
inner  channels  to  accommodate  existing  and  prospective  commercial 
and  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  entrance  channel  from 
Chesapeake  Bay  through  Lynnhaven  Inlet,  10  feet  deep,  150  feet  wide, 
and  approximately  3,500  feet  long;  a  mooring  and  turning  basin  in 
Lynnhaven  Bay,  10  feet  deep,  1,100  feet  long,  and  750  feet  wide;  a 
channel  9  feet  deep,  90  feet  wide,  and  approximately  10,000  feet  long 
from  the  mooring  and  turning  basin  to  Broad  Bay  via  the  Long 
Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal;  and  a  channel  through  the  Narrows,  6  feet 
deep,  90  feet  wide,  and  approximately  2,000  fet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). 

Federal _ .$1,  147,  000 

Non-Federal _  312,  000 


Total _  1,  459,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$52,000 

61,500 

$19,800 

2,000 

$71, 800 
63,500 

Maintenance _ 

Total _ 

113,500 

21,800 

135, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

Increased  oyster  production _ 

103,000 

21,400 

72,200 

Commercial  boating _ _ _ _ _ 

Recreational  boating.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

196,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute,  in  cash,  15  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $203,000, 
to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to 
final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
improvements  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulklieads, 
and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  property  damages,  including 
shellfish  interests,  that  may  result  from  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project;  secure  releases  for  damages  from  shellfish 
interests  to  permit  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  accomplish  the  initial 
dredging  and  the  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  when  and  as 
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required;  provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  a 
marina  for  the  use  of  recreational  and  sport-fishing  craft,  such  facilities 
to  include  at  least  400  feet  of  berthing  space  with  adequate  shore  and 
water  access  thereto,  and  with  such  services  as  may  be  required  for 
full  utilization  of  the  improvement  by  the  public  on  equal  terms; 
provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  a  public 
terminal  for  commercial  vessels,  including  those  operated  by  commer¬ 
cial  fishermen,  oysLermen,  clammers,  and  crabbers,  such  facilities  to 
include  at  least  300  feet  of  berthing  space  with  adequate  shore  and 
water  access  thereto,  and  with  such  services  as  may  be  required  for 
full  utilization  of  the  improvement  by  the  public  on  equal  terms; 
assure  the  control  of  pollution  in  the  waters  of  Lynnhaven  Bay  and 
its  eastern  and  western  branches.  Long  Creek,  Broad  Bay,  and  Link- 
horn  Bay;  and  establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public 
body  empowered  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development 
of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will 
be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  due  to  the  lack  of  policy  clarifi¬ 
cation  concerning  principles  to  be  developed  on  the  basis  of  overall 
review  of  bridge  replacement  and  clearance  problems,  the  Bureau 
therefore  recommends,  without  prejudice  to  reconsideration  in  the 
light  of  further  policy  clarification,  that  the  proposed  net  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  be  reduced  by  $79,000. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  objec¬ 
tion  to  crediting  local  interests  for  work  already  undertaken  by  them 
on  the  Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  highway  bridge,  and  concurs 
therein.  The  authorization  provides  that  nothing  in  this  bill  shall  be 
construed  as  authorizing  reimbursement  to  local  interests  for  the 
Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  bridge. 

ROLLINSON  CHANNEL  AND  CHANNEL  FROM  HATTERAS  INLET  TO 

HATTERAS,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  457,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — -Hatteras,  N.C.,  is  on  the  Pamlico  Sound  side  of  the 
barrier  beach,  about  4  miles  northeast  of  Hatteras  Inlet.  The  inlet 
is  a  natural  opening  through  the  barrier  beach  about  13  miles  south¬ 
west  of  Cape  Hatteras,  N.C. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  July  29,  1955,  July  31,  1957,  and  July  16, 
1958._ 

Existing  project. — -Provides  for  a  channel  100  feet  wide  and  6  feet 
deep  from  that  depth  in  Pamlico  Sound  to  and  including  a  basin  of  the 
same  depth  at  Hatteras,  and  rubble-mound  breakwaters  at  harbor 
entrance. 
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Navigation  problem. — -Present  channels  are  inadequate  for  vessels 
now  serving  Hatteras  Harbor  and  if  channels  were  improved  the 
larger  fishing  vessels  could  use  the  harbor  as  a  permanent  or  temporary 
base  of  operations.  A  harbor  of  refuge  in  the  vicinity  is  also  needed. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  Rollin- 
son  Channel  to  12  feet  over  its  present  100-foot  vadth;  deepening  the 
existing  Hatteras  Harbor  to  12  feet;  and  a  channel  10  feet  deep  and 
100  feet  wide  from  Hatteras  Inlet  Gorge  to  Hatteras,  N.C. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960). — 


EoUinson 

Channel 

Channel  from 
Hatteras 
Inlet  to 
Hatteras, 

N.C. 

Total 

Federal 

$416,000 
8, 000 

$236, 000 
8, 000 

$652,000 

16,000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ 

Total _ 

424, 000 

244,000 

668,000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


RolUnson 

Channel 

Channel  from 
Hatteras 
Inlet  to 
Hatteras, 

N.C. 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$16, 300 
9,000 
200 

$8,900 
13, 000 
100 

$24,200 

22,000 

300 

Operation  and  maintenanne  . 

Navigation  aids 

Total _ 

24,500 

22,000 

46,600 

Non-Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

370 

370 

740 

Replacement  and  maintenance _ 

1, 130 

1,130 

2,260 

Total _ _ _ 

1,600 

1,500 

3,000 

Total _ 

26, 000 

23,600 

49,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings . 

16, 800 
10, 500 

21,500 
3, 900 
7, 100 

38,300 
14, 400 
7, 100 

Reduction  in  damages 

Increased  catch 

Total  .  . 

27, 300 

32,600 

69,800 

Benefit-cost  ration: 

1.05 

1.4 

1.2 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way,  also  bulkheads 
and  embankments  for  spoil  area,  if  needed;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  public  terminal  and 
transfer  facilities.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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WILMINGTON  HARBOR,  N.C. 

(S.  Doc.  1 14,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — -Wilniington  Harbor,  serving  the  port  of  Wilmington,  is 
located  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Cape  Fear  River  along  the  southern 
part  of  the  Atlantic  coast  of  North  Carolina. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  18,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  applicable  portion  of  the  Wilmington  Harbor 
project  under  this  investigation  consists  of  a  ship  channel  35  feet  deep 
and  400  feet  wide  across  the  ocean  bar,  then  34  feet  deep  and  400  feet 
wide  to  the  upper  end  of  the  anchorage  area  at  Castle  Street,  Wil¬ 
mington. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  desire  a  deeper  and  wider 
channel  in  the  main  channel  of  Wilmington  Harbor  for  larger  petro¬ 
leum  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — ^The  recommended  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  existing  project  for  Wilmington  Harbor,  N.C.,  would  pro¬ 
vide  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  through  the  ocean  bar 
to  Southport,  N.C.,  thence  38  feet  deep  over  the  existing  400-foot 
width  in  the  channel  to  Castle  Street  and  deepening  the  existing 
turning  basin  to  the  same  depth;  and  that  dredging  shall  not  be  done 
by  the  United  States  within  50  feet  of  any  pierhead  line,  wharf,  or 
structure. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960). — • 

Federal -  $6,370,000 

Non-Federal -  100,  000 


Total -  6,  470,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  . 

$231,000 

10,000 

$5,000 

$236, 000 

10, 000 
15, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation  in  addition  to  that  now  re¬ 
quired _ _ 

Maintenance  of  spoil  areas _ 

15, 000 

Total _ _ 

241, 000 

20, 000 

261, 000 

440, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings  for  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  provide  all  lands, 
easements  and  rights-of-way  including  spoil  areas  and  necessary  re¬ 
taining  dikes;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages. 
The  State  of  North  Carolina  stated  it  would  fulfill  all  items  of  local 
cooperation  that  local  government  agencies  are  unable  to  meet. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Jsfo  objection. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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SAVANNAH  HARBOR,  GA.,  TURNING  BASIN 
(S.  Doc.  115,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Savannah  Harbor,  located  on  the  Atlantic  coast  at 
Savannah,  Ga.,  comprises  the  lower  31  miles  of  Savannah  River  and 
estuary. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
December  3,  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  an  entrance 
channel  36  feet  deep  by  500  feet  wide  across  the  ocean  bar  for  9.7 
miles;  then  34  feet  deep  and  varying  550  to  400  feet  for  18.9  miles 
with  two  turning  basins  34  feet  deep  and  then  a  channel  30  feet  deep 
and  200  feet  wide  for  2.4  miles  with  two  turning  basins  30  feet  deep. 

Navigation,  problem. — Local  interests  desire  enlargement  of  the  turn¬ 
ing  basin  at  Kings  Island. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  modification  of  the  Savannah  Harbor  project  to  enlarge  the 
turning  basin  near  Kings  Island  to  a  width  of  900  feet  and  a  length  of 
1,000  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  1961). — 

Federal - - -  $605,  000 

Non-Federal - - -  78,  500 


Total - - - -  683,  500 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$22,000 

5,000 

$3, 600 

2,500 

$25, 500 

7,500 

Maintenance  and  operation  in  addition  to  that  now 
required _  .  . 

Total-. . . . . . . . . 

27, 000 

6,000 

33, 000 
40,235 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.22. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  and  maintenance  including  spoil  areas  and  dikes;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  and  provide  terminal 
facilities.  Chatham  Count}’,  Ga.,  Board  of  Commissioners  will  act 
as  local  assurer  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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KEY  WEST  HARBOR,  FLA. 


(S.  Doc.  106,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Key  West  is  an  island  off  the  southern  tip  of  Florida, 
130  miles  southwest  of  Miami  and  230  miles  south  of  Tampa,  Fla. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  March  15,  1951. 

Exiting  jrroject. — Provides  for  a  channel  300  feet  wide  and  30  feet 
deep,  about  6.8  miles,  from  Key  West  to  deep  water  to  the  south; 
widening  of  the  channel  opposite  wliarves  to  a  width  of  800  feet  and  a 
depth  of  26  feet;  and  a  channel  17  feet  deep  and  of  sufficient  width  for 
navigation,  about  10.4  miles,  from  Key  West  to  the  northwest,  with 
jetties  at  the  northwest  entrance.  In  1942-43,  the  U.S.  Navy  ex¬ 
tended  the  3()-foot  channel  to  a  deepwater  basin  at  the  Key  West 
Naval  Ojierating  Base. 

Navigation  problem. — Present  channel  inadequate  for  shrimp  fleet 
and  protection  is  needed  for  the  fleet  from  damaging  waves. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — ^Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet 
deep  and  150  feet  from  the  30-foot  ship  channel  to  Key  West,  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  about  3,000  feet;  an  irregularly  shaped  turning  basin  in  the 
bight  of  the  same  depth;  and  a  granite-mound  breakwater  800  feet 
long  along  the  north  side  of  the  bight. 

EstirnaUd  cost  {price  level,  June  1961). — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$820,  000 
23,  500 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


843,  500 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$30,200 

3,500 

800 

$800 

$31,000 

3,500 

800 

800 

Increased  maintenance. . . 

Aids  to  navigation _  . 

Economic  loss  for  lands _ 

800 

Total _ _ 

34,600 

1,600 

36, 100 

52,000 

Annual  benefits:  Reduction  in  damages  and  savings  in  opera¬ 
tion  time . 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — ^Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way,  also  spoil  dis¬ 
posal  areas  and  retaining  dikes;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  public  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities;  and  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  com¬ 
mensurate  with  related  project  depths.  Local  interests  are  wdling  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  29 

PORT  SUTTON  AND  YBOR  CHANNEL,  TAMPA  HARBOR,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  529,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — ^Tampa  Harbor  serves  the  city  of  Tampa  located  on  the 
west  coast  about  midway  of  the  Florida  Peninsula.  Port  Sutton 
Channel  and  Ybor  Channel  are  branch  channels  in  the  northerly 
section  of  the  harbor. 

Authority. — Kesolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  November  18,  1958,  and  January  5,  1959,  and  two  resolutions 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted  on  April  15,  1959. 

Existing  project. — Existing  Tampa  project  features  pertinent  to  this 
report  include  channels  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Tampa,  36  feet 
deep  by  600  feet  wide  at  the  entrance,  then  34  feet  deep  over  a  500-foot 
width  in  Mullet  Key  Cut  and  oyer  a  400-foot  width  in  Tampa  and 
Hillsborough  Bays  to  Ybor  Basin;  turning  basins  34  feet  deep  at 
Ybor  Channel  entrance  and  channels  30  feet  deep  over  widths  of  480 
and  500  feet  in  Ybor  Channel. 

Namgation  problem. — Local  interests  dredged  a  channel  at  Port 
Sutton,  in  1955,  150  feet  wide  and  a  turning  basin  500  by  1,300 
feet  to  a  depth  of  30  feet.  They  desire  that  this  work  be  incorporated 
in  the  authorized  Tampa  Harbor  project  for  maintenance.  Local 
interests  also  desire  deepening  Ybor  Channel  from  30  to  34  feet. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  modification  of  the  authorized  Tampa  Harbor  project  to 
include  maintenance  of  Port  Sutton  Channel  150  feet  wide  and  about 
3,000  feet  long  and  a  turning  basin  500  by  1,300  feet;  and  deep¬ 
ening  Ybor  Channel  to  a  depth  of  34  feet  over  a  width  reduced  from 
500  to  400  feet. 

Estimated  cost. — 


Ybor 

Channel 

Port  Sutton 
Channel 

Federal _  . 

$997,000 

(0 

Non-Federal _  __ 

Total . . . 

v) 

v) 

>  Maintenance  only. 


Project  economics. — 


Ybor 

Channel 

Port  Sutton 
Channel 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$36,600 

1,500 

$1, 600 

5.500 
1,600 

8.500 
100 

8,600 

266, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation  (In  addition  to  that  nowreoiiiredl 
Additional  navigation  aids  maintenance _ 

Total  Federal _  _ 

38, 100 
700 

38, 800 

117,000 

4,000 

Non-Federal— _ _ _ 

Total— . . . 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  _ 

Land  filled  by  dredged  material _ 

Elimination  of  terminal  costs _ 

20,000 

286, 000 

3.2 

Total _ _ 

121,000 

3.1 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ 
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Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  dredging  Ybor  Channel  and  for  maintenance  of  this  channel  and 
Port  Sutton  Channel  and  turning  basin  including  spoil  areas  and 
necessary  dikes;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage; 
provide  terminal  facilities ;  provide  depths  in  vessel  berthing  areas  and 
local  access  channels  commensurate  with  projects;  contribute  to 
Ybor  Channel  ju-oject  1.7  percent  of  construction  dredging  cost 
presently  estimated  at  $17,000.  Hillsborough  County  Port  Authority 
representatives  stated  that  it  would  be  willing  and  able  to  comply 
with  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

WALTER  F.  GEORGE  LOCK  AND  DAM,  CHATTAHOCHEE  RIVER,  GA.  AND  ALA. 

(S.  Doc.  109,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — -The  Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam  is  located  on  the 
Chattahoochee  River,  near  Fort  Gaines,  Ga. 

Authority. — The  authority  for  the  preparation  of  this  report  is 
contained  in  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act, 
approved  August  12,  1958.  This  act  provides  that  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  shall  receive  equal  consideration  with  other  project 
features  of  water  resource  development  programs.  In  accordance 
with  that  act,  construction  agencies  are  required  to  coordinate  their 
planning  of  water  resource  programs  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
during  all  phases  of  development. 

Existing  project. — ’The  project  is  a  major  component  of  the  plan  of 
development  of  the  Apalachicola  River  System  for  navigation  and  the 
production  of  hydroelectric  power.  The  lock  and  dam  is  located  at 
river  mile  75.3  and  will  back  water  to  Columbus,  Ga.,  or  river  mile 
160.4.  The  construction  of  the  project  is  about  65  percent  complete. 

Problem. — The  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Eufaula,  Ala.,  expressed  an 
interest  in  the  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  on  the  Walter 
F.  George  Reservoir. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — In  accordance  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  proposes 
to  establish  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge  for  management  of  migratory 
waterfowl  in  conjunction  with  the  Walter  F.  George  project.  Estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  proposed  refuge  would  require  the  acquisition  of  fee 
title  in  place  of  easements  on  453  acres  within  the  present  project 
boundary,  and  acquisition  of  fee  title  to  1 ,858  acres  of  additional  land 
outside  of  the  present  project  boundary. 

Estimated  cost. — • 

Federal _  $500,  000 

Non-Federal _  None 

Total _  500,  000 

Project  economics. — ^ Annual  charges,  $37,800;  annual  benefits, 
$39,020. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.03. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in 
its  letter  of  June  5,  1962,  commenting  on  the  report  of  the  Corps  of 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  31 

Engineers  concerning  modification  of  the  Walter  F.  George  project, 
stated  that  it  had  asked  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  review  its 
future  plans  for  the  migrator}'^  waterfowl  program,  including  an  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  role  that  refuge  lands  at  water  resources  projects  would 
play  in  the  total  program.  The  Budget  further  stated  that  in  order 
to  preserve  the  advantages  of  unified  planning  and  financing  of  the 
migratory  waterfowl  refuge  system  within  a  single  source  of  funds, 
consideration  was  being  given  to  a  procedure  under  which  duck-stamp 
revenues  would  he  used  to  repay  the  Treasury  for  general  fund  ap¬ 
propriations  used  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  to  acquire  waterfowl  lands 
at  water  resources  projects.  It  was  further  stated  by  the  Budget 
that  if  the  recommended  modification  of  the  Walter  F.  George  lock 
and  dam  was  authorized  by  the  Congress,  it  may  later  be  considered 
appropriate  to  finance  the  acquisition  of  lands  outside  project  bound¬ 
aries  in  this  manner.  With  this  understanding,  the  Budget  advised 
that  there  would  he  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  the 
Congress. 

PENSACOLA  HARBOR,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  528,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Pensacola  Harbor  is  on  the  northwest  coast  of  Florida, 
about  59  miles  east  of  Mobile,  Ala.,  and  103  miles  west  of  Panama 
City,  Fla. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Rivers  and  Harbors  Committee  and 
Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  adopted 
November  20,  1945,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively;  also  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  an  entrance  channel  32  feet  by  500 
feet,  about  3.4  miles,  from  Gulf  of  Alexico  to  Pensacola  Bay;  two 
parallel  approach  channels  each  30  feet  by  250  feet  by  3,700  feet, 
leading  to  opposite  ends  of  Pensacola  Harbor;  an  inner  harbor  channel 
30  feet  by  500  feet  oy  3,500  feet,  parallel  to  the  pierhead  line;  an 
approach  channel  30  feet  by  250  feet,  about  1.2  miles,  to  the  pierhead 
line  opposite  Muscogee  wharf;  and  a  channel  21  feet  by  100  feet  from 
Pensacola  Bay  to  mouth  of  Bayou  Chico,  about  1  mile,  thence  20  feet 
by  100  feet,  about  4,400  feet  terminating  at  a  turning  basin  20  feet 
by  500  feet  by  500  feet.  Present  depths  in  Bayou  Chico  are  15  feet 
in  outer  channel  and  14  feet  in  inner  channel  and  turning  basin.  In 
1958  and  1959  the  entrance  channel  was  enlarged  to  37  feet  by  800 
feet,  and  an  aircraft  carrier  mooring  basin  35  feet  deep,  of  about 
1,200  acres,  was  dredged  in  lower  Pensacola  Bay  at  Navy  expense. 
The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  12  feet  by  125  feet,  crosses  the 
harbor  entrance  channel  in  the  lower  part  of  Pensacola  Bay. 

Navigation  problem. — Controlling  project  depths  and  widths  of 
existing  channels  place  undue  restriction  on  shipping  and  deprive 
Pensacola  of  a  considerable  amount  of  commerce  that  would  otherwise 
move  through  the  port.  This  situation  is  expected  to  become  more 
critical  in  view  of  the  trend  toward  construction  and  use  of  larger 
cargo  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  o/  improvement. — Pi’ovides  for  maintenance  of 
entrance  channel  from  gulf  to  Pensacola  Bay,  about  5  miles,  to  35 
feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide;  maintenance  of  a  channel  along  south  side 
of  aircraft  carrier  mooring  basin,  about  2.5  miles,  to  33  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide;  a  bay  channel  33  feet  deep,  300  feet  wide,  and  about 
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2.1  miles  long;  parallel  approach  channels  to  opposite  ends  of  inner 
harbor  channel  al)Out  1.3  and  1.4  miles  long,  each  33  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide,  and  flared  at  the  junctions  with  the  inner  harbor 
channel;  and  deepening  the  e.xisting  500-foot-wide  inner  harbor  chan¬ 
nel  to  a  depth  of  33  feet  and  lengthening  it  to  3,950  feet. 

Edirnated  cost  {price  level  of  October  1,961). — All  Federal,  $424,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ .... _ _ 

$16,000 
90, 000 

$16,000 

90,000 

1,000 

Increased  maintenance _ _ 

Maintenance  of  slips _ 

$1,000 

Total _  _ 

108, 000 

1,000 

107,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ _ _ _ _ 

162,000 

40,000 

Maintenance  savings  to  IT.S.  Navy _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

202,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way,  also  spoil  dis¬ 
posal  areas  and  retaining  dikes;  provide  and  maintain  public  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas 
and  local  access  cliannels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with 
depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objections. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  No  objections. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

HOLT  LOCK  AND  DAM,  WARRIOR  RIVER,  ALA. 

Holt  lock  and  dam.  Warrior  River,  Ala.,  was  authorized  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  on  December  29,  1958,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  6  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act,  approved  March  3,  1909,  and 
section  12  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act,  approved  July  25,  1912. 
Under  this  authority  Holt  lock  and  dam  with  provisions  for  future 
power,  will  replace  the  old  locks  and  dams  13  through  16,  inclusive. 

The  power  requirements  in  the  area  need  additional  sources  of  sup¬ 
ply.  Power  facilities  at  the  project,  if  justified,  would  provide  an  eco¬ 
nomic  source  that  could  partly  meet  the  e.xpanding  needs  in  the  area. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  should  be 
authorized  and  directed  to  initiate  an  immediate  study,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  with  a  view  to  providing  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generating  facilities  in  the  Holt  Dam  as  determined  to 
be  justified.  The  committee  has  accordingly  included  language  in  the 
bill  authorizing  the  survey. 

PASCAGOULA  HARBOR,  MISS. 

(H.  Doc.  560,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  Mississippi  Sound,  in  Jackson  County,  Miss.,  32 
miles  west  of  the  entrance  to  Mobile  Bay,  Ala. 
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Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  August  21, 
1961;  House  Public  Works  Cominittee  resolution,  August  24,  1901. 

Existing  project. — A  channel  38  feet  deep  and  325  feet  wide  across 
the  outer  bar  at  Horn  Island  Pass,  thence  33  feet  deep  and  275  feet 
wide  across  Mississippi  Sound  and  up  Pascagoula  River  to  a  turning 
basin  of  the  same  depth  having  a  maximum  width  of  950  feet  and  a 
length  of  about  2,000  feet  on  the  west  side  of  the  channel  just  below 
the  railroad  bridge,  thence  22  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  up  Pascagoula 
and  Dog  Rivers  to  Highway  63  bridge  over  Dog  River,  thence  12 
feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide,  via  a  cutoff  channel  through  Robertson 
and  Bounds  Lakes  to  mile  6  on  Dog  River.  The  River  and  Harbor 
Act  approved  September  3,  1954,  authorized  modification  of  the 
existing  project  in  accordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  office.  Chief 
of  Engineers. 

Navigation  prohlem. — Insufficient  depths  limit  the  drafts  of  vessels 
calling  at  the  port  and  the  situation  is  expected  to  become  more 
critical  in  view  of  the  trend  toward  the  use  of  larger  vessels  for  grain 
and  oil  transport. 

^Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Pascagoula  Harbor,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  would  have  an  entrance  channel  40  feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide 
from  deep  water  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  through  Horn  Island  Pass, 
including  an  hnpounding  area  for  littoral  drift  40  feet  deep,  200  feet 
wide,  and  about  1,500  feet  long  adjacent  to  the  channel  at  the  west 
end  of  Petit  Bois  Island;  a  channel  38  feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide  in 
Mississippi  Sound  and  Pascagoula  River  to  the  railroad  bridge  at 
Pascagoula,  including  a  turning  basin  2,000  feet  long  and  950  feet 
wide  (including  the  channel  area)  on  the  west  side  of  the  river  below 
the  railroad  bridge;  and  a  channel  38  feet  deep  and  225  feet  wide  from 
the  ship  channel  in  Mississippi  Sound  to  the  mouth  of  Bayou  Casotte, 
thence  38  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  for  about  1  mile  to  a  turning 
basin  38  feet  deep,  1,000  feet  wide,  and  1,750  feet  long.  No  dredging 
shall  be  done  by  the  United  States  Avithin  50  feet  of  any  established 
harbor  line,  wharf,  or  other  structure. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1962). — 

Federal - i  $4,  870,  000 

Non-Federal -  35,000 

Total -  14,  905,  000 

<  Exclusive  of  $15,000  for  aids  to  navigation  provided  by  the  Coast  Guard  and  $30,000  for  preauthorization 
studies. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... _ _ 

$138, 000 
155, 000 

$1, 000 

$139,000 
155, 000 
2, 000 

Additional  maintenance  dredging _ _ 

Additional  maintenance  of  slips  and  retaining  dikes _ 

Total _ _ 

2,000 

293, 000 

3,000 

290,000 

1,275,000 
2, 679, 000 

.\nnual  benefits: 

Transportation  grain .  . . .  ... 

Petroleum  and  petroleum  products _  . 

Total _ _ _ _  . 

3, 954, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 13.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  areas  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  project  and 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments,  or  the  cost 
of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damage;  and  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  com¬ 
mensurate  with  project  depths. 

Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agency. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  (BATON  ROUGE  TO  GULF  OF  MEXICO),  LA. 

(S.  Doc.  36,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  reach  of  the  Mississippi  River  under  consideration 
extends  from  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  about  250  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S. 
Senate,  adopted  May  8,  1958. 

Existing  project. — -The  existing  Federal  navigation  project,  Missis¬ 
sippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  provides  for  a  channel 
in  the  Mississippi  River  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  Baton 
Rouge,  mile  232.6  above  Head  of  Passes,  to  New  Orleans;  thence  35 
feet  deep  and  not  more  than  1,500  feet  wide  measured  from  a  line 
generally  100  feet  from  the  face  of  the  left  bank  wharves  but  not  closer 
than  100  feet  to  wharves  on  the  right  bank  within  the  port  limits  of 
New  Orleans,  mile  104.5  to  mile  86.7;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  1,000 
feet  wide  to  mile  0,  Head  of  Passes;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  800  feet 
wide  through  Southwest  Pass,  to  mile  20.2  below  Head  of  Passes; 
and  thence  40  feet  deep  and  600  feet  wide  through  Southwest  Pass 
bar  channel.  Deepening  the  Southwest  Pass  channel  and  the 
Southwest  Pass  bar  channel  from  35  to  40  feet,  has  been  initiated. 
The  Mississippi  River  gulf  outlet  project  is  authorized  to  provide  a 
36-foot  deep  channel  from  New  (Drleans  to  the  gulf  via  a  land  cut 
east  of  the  river  and  includes  a  lock  at  New  Orleans  for  access  to  the 
Mississippi  River. 

Navigation  problem. — ^The  problem  covers  channel  enlargement  of 
Mississippi  River  to  Baton  Rouge  to  allow  economic  loading  of  tankers 
and  bulk  carriers  of  increasing  size. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project,  Alississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Me.xico,  La., 
to  provide  for  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  one-tenth 
mile  below  the  Louisiana  Highway  Commission  bridge  at  Baton 
Rouge  to  the  upper  limits  of  the  port  of  New  Orleans  and  within  the 
presently  authorized  35-  by  1,500-foot  channel  in  the  port  limits  of 
New  Orleans. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  September  1959). — 

Federal -  $357^  000 

Non-Federal _  None 


Total 


357,  000 
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Project  economics.—' 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $13,  400 

Maintenance  and  operation -  275,  000 


Total _  288,  400 

Annual  benefits:  Savings  in  transportation -  $1,  310,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.5. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

CommenU  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

GULF  IXTR-ICO-VSTAL  W.ATERWAY,  LA.,  AND  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  556,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Gulf  Intra coastal  Waterway  is  a  Federal  sliallow- 
draft  project  extending  1,115  miles  from  Apalachee  Bay,  Fla.,  to 
Brownsville,  Tex.,  on  the  Mexican  border. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution,  June  11, 
1952. 

Existing  project. — -Several  prior  projects  provided  for  inland  water¬ 
ways  5  feet  deep  and  40  feet  wide  from  New  Orleans  to  Sabine  River, 
on  the  Louisiana-Texas  boundary,  and  between  Galveston  Baj^  and 
Corpus  Christi,  Tex.  The  River  and  Harbor  Acts  of  1925  and  1927 
provided  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  to  Corpus  Christi,  and  for  an  alternate  channel  of  the 
same  dimensions  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Morgan  City,  La., 
via  the  Plaquemine  River.  The  existing  dimensions  of  12-foot  depth 
and  minimum  width  of  125  feet  were  provided  for  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1942.  The  existing  project  in  Texas  also  provides 
for  nine  feeder  or  tributary  channels,  two  side  channels  at  Port 
Isabel,  a  railroad  bridge  over  the  main  channel  near  High  Island, 
floodgates  or  locks  at  the  Brazos  and  Colorado  Rivers,  a  flood-dis¬ 
charge  channel  in  the  Colorado  River  extending  from  the  main  channel 
of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  near  Matagorda  to  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  and  a  harbor  of  refuge  at  Seadrift. 

Navigation  problems. — The  most  serious  navigation  difficulties  result 
from  tile  present  width  and  depth  of  the  channel  which  restrict 
efficient  operation  of  marine  equipment.  Several  bends  are  too  sharp 
to  be  negotiated  with  modern  tows  except  at  slow  speed.  A  large 
portion  of  the  power  required  for  towing  is  expended  in  overcoming 
the  drag,  or  friction,  caused  by  the  limited  channel  dimensions. 
This  characteristic  also  increases  vessel  damages  and  insurance  rates. 
Furthermore,  tows  exiierience  difficulty  in  passing  in  the  channel. 
In  a  6-mile  reach  at  Houma,  La.,  the  shortsight  distances  at  several 
bends,  the  narrow  width  of  channel  and  bridge  openings,  and  erosion 
of  the  channel  banks,  make  it  necessary  for  craft  to  proceed  slowly. 
However,  the  delays  that  occur  and  hazards  that  exist  are  not  con¬ 
sidered  sufficient  to  influence  the  future  development  of  traffic. 

Becommended  plan  of  improvement.- — -That  the  existing  project  for 
the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  be  modified  to  provide  for  channels 
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of  the  following  dimensions  through  the  reaches  listed,  except  at 
existing  locks  and  other  structures  and  through  intensively  devel¬ 
oped  areas;  a  channel  16  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  from  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River,  via  Algiers  Canal  and  a  bypass  route  at  Houma,  La., 
to  Atchafalaya  River;  a  channel  16  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  througli 
the  reach  from  the  Atchafalaya  River  to  the  Sabine  River;  a  channel 
16  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  through  the  reach  from  the  Sabine 
River  to  the  Houston  vShip  Channel  with  two  relocations;  a  channel 
12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  tlirough  a  relocated  route  in  Matagorda 
Bay  (mile  454.3  and  mile  471.3);  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  125 
feet  wide  through  a  relocated  route  in  Corpus  Christi  Bay  (mile 
439.4  and  mile  550);  maintenance  of  channel  12  feet  deep  and  125 
feet  wide  through  the  existing  Lydia  Ann  Channel  between  Aransas 
Bay  and  Aransas  Pass;  and  maintenance  of  the  existing  waterway  to 
12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  between  mile  50.5  and  mile  63.5, 
the  reach  which  would  be  shunted  by  the  Houma  In’pass. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  December  1960). — • 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$25,  540,  000 
7,  238,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


32,  778,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  - 

$930, 000 
56,000 
6,000 
3, 000 

$337,000 

66,000 

$1,267,000 

122,000 

9,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Renewed  maintenance  (Lvdia  Ann  Channeli 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids 

/  . 

Total _  _ 

995, 000 

403, 000 

1, 398, 000 
3, 008, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Savings  in  navigation  costs 

Benedt-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  requAed  for  construction  and 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Accomplish  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  to  pipelines,  cables, 
and  any  other  utilities  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project’; 
construct,  maintain,  and  operate  all  bridges  desired  in  connection 
with  the  bypass  route  around  Houma,  La;  and  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  resulting  from  the  construction  work 
and  the  maintenance  of  the  channels. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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CALCASIEU  RIVER  SALT  WATER  BARRIER,  LOUISIANA 
(H.  Doc.  582,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Southwestern  corner  of  Louisiana. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  1944  and  Kiver  and  Harbor  Act  1945. 

Existin-g  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Calcasieu  River 
provides  for  an  approach  channel  42  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide  from 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  the  jetty  channel;  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and 
400  feet  wide  to  the  wharves  of  the  port  of  Lake  Charles  (mile  .34.0) ; 
a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  250  feet  wide  to  the  vicinity  of  the  U.S. 
Highway  90  bridge  (mile  36.2) ;  improvement  of  the  river  upstream 
to  Phillips  Bluff  (mile  85.9)  by  removing  logs,  snags,  overhanging 
trees,  and  by  dredging;  a  mooring  basin  40  feet  deep  at  about  mile 
3.0,  and  turning  basins  40  feet  deep  and  35  feet  deep  at  miles  29.6  and 
36.2,  respectively;  and  a  12-foot  by  200-foot  channel  from  the  ship 
channel  to  Cameron,  La.  The  Federal  project  for  the  Gulf  Intra¬ 
coastal  Waterway,  which  crosses  the  Calcasieu  River  at  mile  22.5, 
provides,  among  other  things,  for  the  construction  of  a  salt-water 
guard  lock  in  the  waterway  about  0.5  mile  east  of  the  river.  The 
lock  protects  the  Mermentau  River  Basin  from  intrusion  of  salt 
water  from  the  Calcasieu  River. 

Problem. — Land  suitable  for  rice  irrigation  has  been  contaminated 
by  salt  intrusion  or  by  continued  application  of  river  water  with  a 
salt  content  which  has  permitted  accumulation  of  salt  in  the  soil 
and  thereby  limiting  or  prohibiting  rice  production. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — ^Construction  of  a  salt  water 
barrier  system  consisting  of  a  diversion  channel  and  control  structure; 
a  navigation  channel  with  gate  structure  having  a  single  pair  of  sector 
gates  with  a  horizontal  clear  opening  of  56  feet  and  a  sill  elevation  of 
—  13.0;  closure  of  the  existing  river  channel  by  an  earthen  dam  in  the 
bend  of  the  river  to  be  abandoned;  and  protective  revetment  of  the 
left  bank  of  the  river  above  the  head  of  the  diversion  channels. 

First  cost  {price  levels  October  1961). — ■ 

Federal _ $3,  310,  000 

Non-P"ederal _  43,  000 


Total _  3,  353,  000 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$87, 780 
33, 080 
59, 260 
2,180 

$1, 720 
280 

$89, 500 
33,360 
59, 2('i0 
2, 180 

Total _ _ 

182, 300 

2, 000 

184, 300 

Annual  benefits:  From  prevention  of  damage  resulting  from  salt 
water  intrusion  $270,000. 

Beneiit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  construction  and 
subsequent  rnamtenance  of  the  project;  provide  mthout  cost  to  the 
Lhiited  States  all  relocations, of  buildings,  utilities,  pipelines,  roads,  or 
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other  facilities  made  necessary  by  the  improvements;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works 
and  operation  of  the  projects;  and  keep  the  river  bendway  channel 
between  the  closure  dam  at  about  mile  43.2  and  the  mouth  of  the 
cutoff  channel  at  about  mile  38.8  free  from  pollution  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  Stream  Control  Commission  without 
cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Noted  that  the  improve¬ 
ments  proposed  means  of  mitigating  adverse  effects  of  a  previously" 
constructed  project  and  believed  that  since  local  interests  were  aware 
that  unmitigated  damages  might  occur,  but  concurred  in  the  project, 
there  is  an  implied  willingness  to  accept  the  project-induced  damages 
to  obtain  the  project  benefits.  The  Bureau  further  believed  it  reason¬ 
able  in  this  case  to  consider  provision  of  measures  to  relieve  conse¬ 
quential  damages  from  adverse  effects  not  as  part  of  the  original 
project,  but  rather  as  a  separate  project  under  policies  applicable  to 
conditions  of  Federal  participation  and  cost  sharing  for  the  purpose 
served  by  the  proposed  mitigation  measures;  and,  that,  unless  there 
are  compelling  reasons  not  evident  from  the  record,  the  Calcasieu 
River  salt  water  barrier  should  be  viewed  as  a  project  for  irrigation 
\vater  supply,  with  appropriate  terms  of  repayment.  Subject  to  con¬ 
sideration  of  these  views,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection 
to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  The  Secretary  of  the 

Army  in  his  letter  of  transmittal  to  the  Congress,  dated  September  24, 
1962,  recommended  that  in  keeping  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  the  nature  of  the  project  of  which  the  salt  water 
barrier  system  will  comprise  a  part,  the  proposal  of  the  Chief  oi 
Engineers  be  modified  to  provide  that  local  interests  bear  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  construction  of  the  salt  water  barrier  system,  an  amount 
presently  estimated  at  $1,655,000. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  follow  the  same  pattern  as  exists  in 
Vvmrks  for  the  prevention  and  mitigation  of  salt  water  damage  in  other 
areas  along  the  gulf  coast  constructed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AT  CLARKSVILLE,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  552,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Clarksville,  AIo.,  is  located  on  the  right  bank  of  the 
Mississippi  River  about  273  miles  upstream  from  the  Ohio  River  and 
immediately  below  lock  and  dam  24. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955. 

Existing  projects. — Lock  and  dam  24  was  authorized  by  River  and 
Harbor  Act,  July  3,  1930,  and  placed  in  operation  in  May  of  1940. 

Navigation  problem. — The  channel  in  front  of  Clarksville  has  be¬ 
come  silted  up  because  of  the  position  of  the  lock  24  guidewall  which 
prevents  any  sluicing  action  by  the  Mississippi  Riv-er.  In  addition 
a  sewerage  problem  has  developed  from  lack  of  sanitary  sewers 
emptying  into  the  area. 
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Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  most  economical  and  prac¬ 
tical  means  of  restoring  waterfront  depths  and  eliminating  the  sewer 
problem  would  be  by  removal  of  38,000  cubic  yards  of  silt  initially 
and  about  15,000  cubic  yards  at  5-year  intervals.  If  the  United 
States  is  to  compensate  for  damages  it  is  recommended  that  sole 
compensation  be  made  by  cash  payment  representing  the  cost  of 
remedial  work  and  the  capitalized  annual  cost  of  maintenance. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1961). — Federal,  $103,300. 

Project  economics. — Annual  charges,  not  applicable;  annual  bene¬ 
fits,  not  applicable;  project  is  remedial  in  nature. 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- — Not  applicable. 

Local  cooperation.-— PvoVide  a  release  from  all  past  and  future  claims 
against  the  construction,  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Mississippi  River  9-foot  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No  objection. 

SANDY  SLOUGH,  LINCOLN  COUNTY,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  419,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Adjacent  to  the  right  bank  of  Mississippi  River  at  lock 
and  dam  No.  25. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Navigation  problem. — In  1938,  an  earth  closure  dike  was  constructed 
along  the  slough  to  contain  the  pool  of  dam  25;  Mississippi  River 
systems.  Stages  at  the  mouth  of  Sandy  Slough,  as  effected  by  pool 
operations  of  Dams  25  and  26,  vary  from  419.0  to  429.7  above  mean 
sea  level.  Flash  floods,  principally  in  the  Sandy  Creek  Basin,  are  the 
major  cause  of  silt  in  Sandy  Slough.  There  is  no  longer  a  weU  defined 
channel  in  the  slough,  and  small  boats  are  limited  to  its  lower  reaches 
at  minimum  pool  stages.  Docks  which  originally  were  located  at  th9 
foot  of  high  banks  are  no  longer  usable  because  of  the  accumulation 
of  silt.  Mong  the  right  bank  there  are  116  clubhouses,  picnic  areas, 
and  accompanying  recreational  facilities.  As  a  result  of  the  unfavor¬ 
able  environment,  caused  by  silting  of  the  slough,  property  values 
have  not  kept  pace  with  those  in  more  favorable  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Remedial  work  to  consist  of 
dredging  a  channel  with  a  bottom  width  of  60  feet,  a  depth  varying 
up  to  4  feet,  and  a  length  of  3.2  miles. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level,  July  1960). — 

Federal _  $195,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 

Total _  201,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$7, 800 
4,500 

$300 

500 

$8, 100 
5,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ 

12,300 

800 

13,100 
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Annual  benefits. — Plan  of  improvement  will  remedy  the  injurious 
effects  of  the  Mississippi  River  navigation  project. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Not  applicable. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  assure  availability 
of  slough  to  public  for  navigation  and  recreation;  prohibit  dock  con¬ 
struction  within  channel  limits;  and  remove  snags  and  other  material 
not  a  part  of  normal  silting. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agricultm’e:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

SABINE-NECHES  WATERWAY,  TEX 
(H.  Doc.  553,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Sabine-Neches  ¥/atei'way,  located  in  the  southeast 
corner  of  Texas  about  225  miles  west  of  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  65 
miles  east  of  Galveston,  Tex.,  provides  deepwater  access  to  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  for  Port  Arthur,  Beaumont,  and  Orange,  Tex. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Repi’esentatives,  adopted  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
channel  37  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide  from  deepwater  in  the  gulf 
through  the  outer  bar  decreasing  to  36  feet  deep  and  500  feet  mde 
through  Sabine  Pass,  thence  36  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  Port 
Arthur  and  to  the  mouth  of  the  Neches  River,  decreasing  to  350  feet 
wide  in  the  Neches  River  to  Beaumont;  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  200 
feet  wide  across  the  north  end  of  Sabine  Lake  and  up  the  Sabine  River 
to  Orange.  It  also  includes  stone  jetties  at  the  Sabine  Pass  entrance, 
turning  basins  at  Port  Arthur  and  Beaumont,  modification  of  the 
bridge  at  Port  Arthur  by  extending  the  east  approach  to  span  the 
widened  Sabine-Neches  Canal  and  other  related  improvements. 

Navigation  problem. — ^The  existing  channel  to  Port  Arthur  and 
Beaumont  is  inadequate  for  the  operation  of  fully  loaded  tankers 
greater  than  27,000  deadweight  tons  which  are  replacing  the  older 
tankers  in  the  coastwise  movement  of  petroleum.  Also,  the  bascule 
span  of  the  Port  Arthur  Bridge  is  a  bottleneck  to  traffic  in  the  Sabine- 
Neches  Canal  and  its  location  in  the  westerly  half  of  the  channel 
makes  navigating  that  reach  hazardous. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvemerd. — The  recommended  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  deepening  the  channel  to  42  feet  from  the  gulf  across  the 
Sabine  Bank  into  the  jetty  channel,  thence  a  depth  of  40  feet  in  all 
inland  channels  to  Port  Arthur  and  to  the  Beaumont  turning  basin, 
including  the  Sabine  Pass  anchorage  basin.  Port  Arthur  turning 
basins  including  approach  and  connecting  channels;  widening  the 
Port  Arthur  Canal  to  500  feet  and  the  channel  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Neches  River  to  the  Beaumont  turning  basin  to  a  width  of  400  feet; 
three  turning  points  at  junctions  of  channel  cutoffs  with  natural  bends 
in  the  Neches  River;  maintenance  of  a  short  reach  of  former  project 
channel  in  the  Neches  River;  a  shallow-draft  extension  12  feet  deep 
and  125  feet  wide  in  the  Sabine  River  from  the  upstream  end  of  the 
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existing  project  to  a  point  near  Echo,  Tex.;  and  replacement  of  the 
obstructive  bridge  at  Port  Arthur. 

Estimated  cost  {'price  level  oj  March  1962). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Improved  deep-draft  channel _ 

$20.  641,000 
289, 000 

$1, 378, 000 
170, 000 

$21, 919, 000 
459, 000 

Shallow-draft  extension _ 

Total 

20, 830, 000 

1, 548, 000 

22,378,000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Deep-draft  channel: 

Intere.st  and  amortization.-  _ 

$636, 000 
620, 000 

$76, 000 
24, 000 

$712, 000 
644, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total 

1, 256, 000 

100, 000 

1, 356, 000 

Shallow-draft  extension: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

8, 000 
1,000 

6, 000 

14,000 

1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total-. . - . — . . . . - . 

9, 000 

6, 000 

15, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Deep-draft  channel: 

Savings  In  tanker  operation _ 

2, 173, 000 
160, 000 

Reduced  hazards _ _ 

Total _ _ 

2, 333, 000 
28,000 

Shallow-draft  extension  savings  In  operation _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — ^Deep-draft  channel,  1.7;  shallow-draft  extension, 

1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  spoil  disposal  areas  with  suitable  retaining  dikes,  bullclieads, 
and  embankments;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
make  alterations  to  pipelines,  powerlines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and 
highway  facilities,  except  replacement  of  the  bridge  at  Port  Arthur; 
furnish  the  necessary  rights-of-way  and  easements  required  for  re¬ 
locating  the  highway  bridge  at  Port  Arthur  and  contribute,  in  cash,  a 
share  of  its  construction  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $220,000  for 
the  expired  service  of  the  e.xisting  bridge,  but  excluding  the  cost  for 
special  benefits  and  betterments  attributable  to  highway  use  which 
depend  upon  final  design;  assume  all  obligations  of  ownership,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  replacement  highway  bridge  at  Port 
Arthur;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing  areas 
and  local  access  channels  commensui'ate  with  depths  in  tlie  re¬ 
lated  project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness 
and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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WALLISVILLE  RESERVOIR,  TRINITY  RIVER,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  215,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Trinity  River  rises  in  north-central  Texas  and  flows  in 
a  southerly  direction  for  about  700  miles  and  empties  into  Trinity 
Bay,  a  part  of  Galveston  Bay.  'Wallisville  Dam  would  be  located  in 
Chambers  County  near  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors 
adopted  March  31,  1944,  and  February  28,  1945;  resolution.  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  adopted  January  20,  1958;  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  Federal  navigation  project  for 
the  lower  Trinity  River  provides  for  a  sea  level  channel  9  by  150  feet 
extending  from  the  Gulf  up  to  the  town  of  Liberty,  a  distance  of  49 
miles. 

Problems. — Adequate  and  dependable  navigation  is  vital  to  support 
the  economy  of  the  area;  similarly,  water  conservation  for  municipal 
and  industrial  uses  is  important  to  the  present  and  future  growth.  A 
barrier  against  salt  water  intrusion  is  of  major  importance  to  pre¬ 
serve  fresh  water,  particularly  for  irrigation  of  the  rice  crop,  which 
largely  sustains  the  local  economy. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Recommended  plan  consists  of 
a  small  reservoir  (total  capacity  55,700  acre-feet)  for  pui-poses  of  water 
conservation,  navigation,  prevention  of  salt  water  intrusion,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  fish  and  wildlife.  Also  recommended  is  a  diversion  channel 
with  appurtenant  lock  for  navigation  purposes.  Further,  that  careful 
consideration  to  be  given  to  the  recommendations  of  the  U.S  .Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  providing  for  acquisition  of  about  2,000  addi¬ 
tional  acres  of  land  for  purposes  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the 
reservoir. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1959). — 

Federal - - - - i  $9_  152,  000 

Non-Federal _  _  (2) 


Total - -  9,162,000 

•  Exclusive  of  cost  of  lands  for  wildlife  refuge  purposes,  estimated  at  $400,000. 

2  Local  reimbursable  costs  currently  estimated  at  $1,682,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  benefits: 

Salinity  control _ 250  000 

Navigation -  376!  000 

Water  supply - 149_  300 

F.  &  W.  conservation _  29  000 

F.  &  W.  recreation _  184'  000 

General  recreation _  307^  000 


Total -  295,  300 


Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  the  L'^nited  States  all  costs  allocated 
to  water  conservation  and  one-half  the  costs  allocated  to  salinity 
control,  the  totals  being  currently  estimated  at  $1,682,000  for  con¬ 
struction  and  $27,200  annually  for  maintenance,  operation,  and 
replacements. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas;  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture;  Favorable. 

Department  of  HEW;  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection.  Bureau 
expects  that  prior  to  request  for  construction  funds,  project  costs 
would  be  reallocated  to  conform  with  then  current  administration 
standards. 

GULF  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY - CHANNEL  TO  PALACIOS,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  504,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.- — -Palacios,  Tex.,  is  located  in  Matagorda  County  on  the 
west  shore  of  Trespalacios  Bay  about  96  miles  southwest  of  Galveston 
and  97  miles  northeast  of  Corpus  Christi. 

Authority. — -Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  adopted  September  13,  1944. 

Existing  project. — Tlie  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  channel 
9  feet  deep,  100  feet  wide  and  about  13.5  miles  long  extending  from 
the  main  channel  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  across  hlata- 
gorda  and  Trespalacios  Bays  to  a  turning  basin  at  Palacios,  Tex. 

Navigation  problem. — -The  present  channel  is  inadequate  for  the  large 
fishing  boats  that  operate  in  the  Gulf  of  Alexico  and  for  fully  loaded 
barges  operating  in  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway.  Also  prevailing 
winds  generate  considerable  wave  action  in  the  turning  basins  making 
vessel  maneuvering  difficult  during  periods  of  strong  winds. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet 
deep  and  125  feet  wide  extending  from  the  main  channel  of  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  in  Matagorda  Bay  to  the  turning  basins  at 
Palacios,  two  protective  breakwaters  at  the  entrance  to  the  turning 
basins,  and  deepening  and  maintaining  the  two  turning  basins  and 
connecting  channel  to  12  feet  with  dimensions  of  200  feet  by  700  feet 
in  turning  basin  No.  1,  300  feet  by  1,150  feet  in  turning  basin  No.  2, 
and  150  feet  to  480  feet  wide  by  450  feet  long  in  the  connecting  channels. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  October  1961). — 

Federal _  $818,  000 

Non-Fed eral _  70,  000 


Total _ _ _  888,000 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$23,  500 
15, 000 
6,000 

$3,000 

$26,500 

15,000 

6,000 

44,  500 

3,000 

47,500 

Annual  benefits: 

41,000 

14,000 

Reduced  hazards . . . . - . . 

55,000 

90048 — 62 - 4 
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Beneiit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  areas  which  have  been  suitably  diked;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  make  alterations  to  pipelines, 
powerlines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and  highway  facilities;  continue  to 
provide  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all;  and 
provide  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  project  depths. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  states  that  in  view  of 
the  relatively  marginal  economic  justification  of  the  project  and  the 
obvious  dhllculty  of  predicting  benefits  over  a  period  as  long  as  100 
years,  it  would  expect  that  the  project,  if  authorized,  would  be  re¬ 
evaluated  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction. 

GULF  INTRACOASTAL  WATERWAY  CHANNEL  TO  VICTORIA,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  288,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  channel  to  Victoria  is  located  in  the  south  central 
part  of  Texas  about  55  miles  northeast  of  Corpus  Chi'isti  and  95 
miles  southwest  of  Freeport,  Tex. 

Authority. — Kesolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. —ProYides,  for  a  sea  level  channel  9  feet  deep  and 
100  feet  wide  extending  northwestward  about  35  miles  from  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  to  a  turning  basin  about  7  miles  south  of  Vic¬ 
toria,  and  a  side  channel  about  2  miles  long  to  a  turning  basin  at 
Seadrift.  The  project  is  essentially  completed  as  far  as  the  hlissouri 
Pacific  Railroad  crossing  at  about  channel  mile  29  including  the  side 
channel  to  Seadrift.  Work  is  underwajr  on  a  3-mile  segment  above 
the  railroad  crossing  leaving  ahiiost  3  miles  of  channel  and  the  turn¬ 
ing  basin  at  Victoria  to  be  started. 

Problem. — ^Local  interests  desire  modification  of  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  for  the  authorized  project  to  conform  with  current 
policy  concerning  construction  of  railroad  bridges  over  navigation 
channels  dredged  in  land  cuts  and  construction  and  maintenance  of 
turning  basins. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  Federal  Government  con¬ 
struct  the  bridge  for  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  crossing  at  channel 
mile  29.2;  dredge  and  maintain  a  turning  basin  9  feet  deep,  with  aver¬ 
age  width  of  600  feet  and  average  length  of  780  feet  near  Victoria, 
Tex.;  and  maintain  a  turning  basin  9  feet  deep,  250  feet  wide,  and 
300  feet  long  at  Seadrift,  Tex. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960). — 


Railroad  bridge _ $1,  300,  000 

Victoria  turning  basin _  290,  000 

Total _  1,  590,  000 


Total _  1,  590,  000 


Project  cost 
as  presently 
authorized 

Proposed 

modification 

Project  cost 
including 
proposed 
modification 

$6, 649, 000 
6, 486, 000 

+$1, 590, 000 
-1,590,000 

$8, 139, 000 
4,896,000 

Tntal 

13, 035, 000 

13, 035, 000 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way- 
required  for  construction  of  the  railroad  bridge,  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  Victoria  turning  basin,  and  for  maintenance  of  the 
turning  basin  at  Seadrift,  including  suitable  areas  for  disposal  of  spoil 
(adequately  diked  and  bulkhead);  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages;  bear  all  costs  of  owning,  operating,  and  maintain¬ 
ing  the  new  railroad  bridge  and  related  sections  of  railroad  embank¬ 
ment  and  track;  make  alterations  in  pipelines,  powerlines,  utility  lines, 
cables,  and  highway  facilities  in  connection  with  work  at  the  Victoria 
and  Seadrift  turning  basin ;  and  provide  adequate  public  terminal  and 
transfer  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ - _ _ 

$.320, 000 
193, 000 

$262, 000 

0 

$582, 000 
193,  000 

Operation  and  maintenance _ _ _ 

513, 000 

262, 000 

775, 000 

Aimiial  benefits: 

1, 272,  000 
15,000 
160, 000 

Increased  land  utilization  due  to  prevention  of  flooding _ 

1, 447, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^No  objection. 
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ILLINOIS  WATERWAY,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  31,  86th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  Illinois  Waterway  provides  a  channel  for  barge 
navigation  between  the  Mississippi  Kiver,  38  miles  above  St.  Louis, 
and  Lake  Michigan  at  Chicago. 

Rej)ort  authorized  House  Rivers  and  Harbors  Committee 
resolution  adopted  March  16,  1943;  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  March  24,  1956. 

Existing  'projects.— VvoYides  for  nine  locks  and  six  dams;  navigation 
channel  9  feet  deep  in  the  Illinois  and  Des  Plaines  Rivers  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Illinois  River  to  Lockport,  a  distance  of  291.1  miles; 
upstream  extension  and  branch  channels  9  feet  deep  in  the  Chicago 
Sanitary  and  Ship  Canal,  Chicago  River,  Calumet-Sag  Channel 
Little  Calumet  River,  Calumet  River,  and  Grand  Calumet  River;  and 
appurtenant  improvements  including  bridge  changes.  The  project  is 
complete  except  for  construction  of  two  locks,  one  on  Calumet  River 
and  the  other  on  Grand  Calumet  River  and  improvements  of  the 
branch  channel  in  the  Grand  Calumet  River. 

Navigation  problem.- — Commerce  on  the  Illinois  River  has  increased 
since  the  improved  waterway  to  Chicago  was  opened  from  about  1.7 
million  tons  in  1935  to  21.4  million  tons  in  1955.  Most  of  the  traffic 
delays  now  occur  at  the  locks  because  many  tows  require  rearrange¬ 
ment  to  permit  a  single  lockage  and  the  larger  tows  must  make  a 
double  lockage.  The  congestion  at  the  locks  resulting  from  these 
delays  will  be  more  critical  as  the  trafiic  increases. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  existing  project 
to  provide  for  construction  of  supplemental  locks,  110  feet  wide  and 
1,200  feet  long,  at  the  seven  existing  lock  sites  on  the  Illinois  and  Des 
Plaines  Rivers.  (The  first  two  locks  estimated  to  be  needed  by  1968 
and  the  last  three  by  1977.) 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Januar'y  1957). — All  Federal, 
$114,652,000. 

Project  economics.- — ■ 


Annual  charges -  $4,  594,  300 

Annual  benefits:  All  transportation  savings _  22,  320,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _  4.  9 


Local  cooperation. — Provided  that  prior  to  construction  local 
interests  agree  that  they  will  assume  title  to,  and  maintain  and 
operate  the  new  bridge  across  the  lower  approach  to  the  Brandon 
Road  lock  when  the  bridge  is  placed  in  service. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service:  No  interest  in  project. 

State  of  Illinois.  Concurs  in  conclusions  and  recommendations. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Notes  that  commerce  on  the 
waterway  has  increased  at  a  rapid  rate  since  1935;  however,  it  states 
that  a  projection  of  the  past  rate  of  growth  is  by  no  means  certain. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  does  not  question  the  economic  justification, 
but  considers  authorization  10  to  19  years  in  advance  of  the  need  is 
premature  and  accordingly  urges  that  the  report  he  regarded  only  as  a 
study  of  future  need,  ancl  that  the  estimates  on  commerce  and  average 
tons  per  lockage  be  brought  up  to  date  in  a  future  report  to  Congress  in 
5  years. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  in  view  of  the  time  which 
has  elapsed,  authorization  at  this  time  is  needed  to  permit  the  first 
lock  to  be  completed  by  1970. 

KASKASKIA  RIVER,  ILL. 

(S.  Doc.  44,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Kaskaskia  River  rises  in  Champaign  County  in 
eastern  Illinois  and  flows  southwesterly  about  325  miles  to  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  at  a  point  60  miles  downstream  from  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  17,  1954. 

Existing  project. — The  original  Federal  improvement  of  the  river  for 
na,vigation  by  deepening  to  3  feet  to  mile  12,  and  removing  snags  to 
mile  22,  was  abandoned  in  1895.  The  river  is  not  used  by  commercial 
craft  at  the  present  time.  The  existing  Federal  project  for  flood 
control  and  other  purposes  on  the  Kaskaskia  River  provides  for  dams 
and  reservoirs  at  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville,  and  levees  between  Cowden 
and  Vandalia,  below  Carlyle,  and  New  Athens.  Carlyle  Reservoir  is 
under  construction  and  planning  is  underway  on  the  Shelbyville 
project.  Work  has  not  started  on  the  levees.  The  reservoirs,  in 
addition  to  reducing  flood  flows,  would  aid  navigation  by  augmenting 
flows  in  the  Mississippi  River,  provide  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  benefit  fish  and  wildlife,  and  afford  opportunity  for  recrea¬ 
tional  developments. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  desire  a  9-foot  navigation  chan¬ 
nel  in  the  lower  50  miles  of  the  Kaskaskia  River  to  facilitate  the  out¬ 
bound  movements  of  coal  and  grain,  and  to  augment  the  local 
economy. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -Provides  for  a  channel  9  feet 
deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  the  mouth  of  Kaskaskia  River  to  Fayette¬ 
ville,  Ill.,  by  enlarging  the  present  channel  where  required,  and  making 
overbank  cuts  to  eliminate  sharp  bends;  and  a  dam  at  mile  4  with  a 
single  lock  84  feet  wide  and  600  feet  long.  The  plan  of  improvement 
also  provides  for  modification  of  the  storage  allocations  in  the  Carlyle 
and  Shelbyville  Reservoirs,  to  provide  water  for  Kaskaskia  River 
navigation  in  lieu  of  Mississippi  River  navigation;  and  future  reallo¬ 
cation  of  storage  in  the  two  reservoirs  when  additional  water  is  needed 
for  navigation,  if  the  use  of  such  storage  is  found  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  feasible  and  more  economical  than  pumping  water 
from  below  the  dam  into  the  navigation  pool. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level,  January  1960). — 

Federal -  $58,  200,  000 

Non-Federal -  2,300,000 


Total _  60,500,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$2, 223,  300 
270, 000 
17, 700 
19, 000 

$119,000 

0 

0 

0 

$2, 342, 300 
270, 000 
17,  700 
19, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

Replacements _ 

Navigation  aids _ _ _ 

Total.. . . . . . . 

2,  530, 000 

119,000 

2, 649, 000 
5, 120, 000 

Annual  benefits;  Transportation  savings  on  coal  movements.. 

48  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CX)NTROL  PROJECTS 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages;  make  all  necessary  alterations  to  sewer,  water 
supply,  drainage,  and  other  utility  facilities;  bear  a  proportionate 
share  of  the  costs  of  relocations  of  railroad  and  highway  bridges; 
remove  one  highway  bridge  at  own  expense;  maintain  all  bridges  over 
the  improved  waterway;  provide  necessary  loading  and  mooring 
facilities;  provide  terminal  and  transfer  facilities;  and  establish  agency 
for  controlling  withdrawal  of  water  from  river  below  Carlyle  Dam. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agi’iculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Approves  project. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Acting  Chief  of  Engineers  refers  to  the  uncertainty  of 
railroad  rate  adjustments  that  may  be  proposed  in  the  future  and  the 
action  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  may  take  thereon, 
and  that  he  recommends,  if  the  project  is  authorized,  a  reevaluation  of 
project  economic  justification  in  light  of  rates  then  existing,  would  be 
made  when  funds  are  requested  for  construction.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  concurs  in  this  recommendation.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
further  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
fhe  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

H.\RBORS  ox  MISSIS.SIPP1  RIVER  (MOUTH  OF  MISSOURI  RIVER  TO 

MINNEAPOLIS) 

(H.  Doc.  513,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbors  are  located  in  communities  in  Alinnesota, 
Wisconsin,  Iowa,  Illinois,  and  Missouri  along  the  upper  Mississippi 
River  between  the  mouth  of  the  Missouri  River  and  Alinneapolis, 
Minn. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  22,  1947,  and  resolutions  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  adopted  March  4, 
1947,  and  August  26,  1955;  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  2,  1945; 
Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  24,  1946. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  for  the  upper 
Mississip]>i  River  provides  for  a  navigation  channei  of  9-foot  depth 
between  the  Missouri  River  and  Minneapolis  to  be  obtained  by  con¬ 
struction  of  locks  and  dams  supplemented  by  dredging.  This  depth 
is  generally  available  as  far  upstream  as  St.  Anthony  Falls  in  Min¬ 
neapolis  where  work  is  continuing.  Authorized  improvements  also 
include  10  commercial  barge  harbors  (5  comjileted)  and  16  small  boat 
harbors  (12  completed).  In  addition  to  these,  a  number  of  mooring 
basins  for  small  craft  have  been  established  by  municipalities  and 
clubs.  Othei’  local  inteiests  have  constructed  inoin  modest  facilities 
for  serving  recreational  boats. 
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Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  additional  protected  harbors 
at  various  localities  along  the  Mississippi  River  for  existing  and  futui-e 
recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvemient. — Provides  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  14  small  boat  harbors  and  for  maintenance  of  1 
existing  small  boat  harbor  at  Quincy,  Ill.  The  15  harbors  are  listed 
below: 


„  ,  Location  on 

Harbor:  Mississippi  River 

Harriet  Island,  St.  Paul,  Minn _  Mile  840.2. 

Bay  City,  Wis -  Mile  785.9! 

Pepin,  Wis -  Mile  767.1. 

Cassville,  Wis -  Mile  606.6. 

Bellevue,  Iowa -  Mile  555.6. 

Savanna,  Ill -  Mile  537.0. 

Clinton,  Iowa  -  Mile  518.8. 

Moline,  Ill -  Mile  488.0. 

Davenport,  Iowa  (Credit  Island) _  Mile  478.7. 

Andalusia,  Ill _  Mile  473.0. 

New  Boston,  Ill _  Mile  4.33. l! 

Keokuk,  Iowa -  Mile  363!5! 

Warsaw,  Ill -  Mile  359.1. 

Quincy,  Ill -  Mile  327.3. 

Grafton,  Ill -  Mile  218.5. 


All  of  the  above  harbor  channels  would  be  dredged  to  a  depth  of 
5  feet  below  minimum  pool  level.  It  is  further  recommended  that 
construction  of  individual  harbors  be  permitted  whenever  funds  for 
the  purpose  are  available  and  the  prescribed  local  cooperation  for 
the  particular  harbor  has  been  furnished. 

Estimated  cost. — • 


Location 


St.  PaiJ,  Minn- 
Bay  City,  Wis... 

Pepin,  Wis _ 

Cassville,  Wis _ 

Bellevue,  Iowa... 

Savanna,  lU _ 

Clinton,  Iowa _ 

Moline,  Ill _ 

Davenport,  Iowa. 

Andalusia,  Ill _ 

New  Boston,  Ill.. 

Keokuk,  Iowa _ 

Warsaw,  ni _ 

Quincy,  Ill _ 

Grafton,  Ill _ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Non-Federal 
percent  of 
Federal  con¬ 
struction 

$7,000 

$7, 000 

$14, 000 

50.0 

24, 000 

6, 000 

30, 000 

19.  5 

151, 000 

24, 000 

175, 000 

13.6 

163,  000 

47,  000 

210,  000 

22.5 

78,  000 

37,  000 

115,000 

32.4 

98,  000 

47,000 

145, 000 

32.2 

38, 000 

21,  000 

59, 000 

35.  5 

119,  000 

60,  000 

179, 000 

3.3.3 

78,  000 

44,000 

122, 000 

35.8 

15, 000 

2,000 

17, 000 

12.0 

20,  000 

4,000 

24,000 

15.8 

192, 000 

65,  000 

257, 000 

25.4 

45,000 

8, 000 

53, 000 

14.7 

177, 000 

177, 000 

354, 000 

50.0 

1, 205,  000 

549, 000 

1, 754, 000 

Total 
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Project  economics  and  bene  jit-cost  ratio. — 


Location 

Amortiza¬ 
tion  and 
Interest 

Additional 

Federal 

annual 

maintenance 

Total 

annual 

charges 

Total 

annual 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

$1,900 

$2,500 

$4, 400 

$38,900 

8.8 

1,500 

2,500 

4,000 

18, 100 

4.5 

7,300 

800 

8, 100 

16,400 

2.0 

8,300 

1,000 

9,300 

16,200 

1.7 

4,600 

1,400 

6,000 

15,300 

2.6 

6,000 

2,900 

8, 900 

23,600 

2.7 

2,600 

2,500 

5, 100 

30,400 

6.0 

7,300 

800 

8, 100 

14, 100 

1.7 

5,200 

3,000 

8,200 

23,600 

2.9 

700 

500 

1,200 

8,800 

7.3 

1,000 

1,200 

2,200 

9,800 

4.5 

10, 100 

700 

10,800 

17,500 

1.6 

2,000 

1,100 

3,200 

14,600 

4.6 

5,000 

5,000 

21,300 

4.1 

Grafton,  Ill . . 

15,200 

2,100 

17,300 

59,000 

3.4 

28,000 

3.2 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  including  suitable  areas  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  re¬ 
taining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of 
such  retaining  Avorks ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  that  may  result  from  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  provide  and  maintain  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  util¬ 
ities,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  dredge  berthing  areas  to  a  depth  commensu¬ 
rate  with  the  depth  of  the  Federal  channel  impro\mment;  reserve 
spaces  within  the  anchorage  and  mooring  facilities  adequate  for  accom¬ 
modation  of  transient  small  boats;  accomplish  such  utility  or  other 
relocations  or  alterations  as  are  necessary  for  project  purposes;  estab¬ 
lish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to 
regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  the  harbor  facilities 
AAuth  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  and  make  an  equitable  cash  contribution  toward  the  Federal 
first  cost  of  each  hai'bor  development,  the  percentages  and  presently 
estimated  amounts  of  which  are  listed  in  the  table  showing  estimated 
costs.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  com¬ 
ply  with  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable.  However,  due  to  local  problems 
the  Governor  requested  that  further  consideration  of  the  harbors 
at  Louisiana  and  Clarksville  be  delayed. 

Comments  oJ  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  report  to  Congress.  IIoAveA^er,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes  that 
for  none  of  the  14  new  harbors  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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is  the  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $200,000.  The  Budget  states  that  con¬ 
struction  of  these  harbors  could  be  accomplished  under  the  provisions 
of  section  107  of  the  1960  River  and  Harbor  Act  without  further  action 
by  the  Congress. 

ONTONAGON  HARBOR,  MICH. 


(H.  Doc.  287,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — Ontonagon  Harbor  is  located  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Superior,  136  water  miles  east  of  Duluth-Superior  Harbor,  Minn,  and 
Wis.,  and  274  water  miles  west  of  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  Mich. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  July  2,  1958  and 
July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1938, 
provides  for  a  channel  17  feet  deep  and  400  feet  to  150  feet  wide  from 
the  lake  to  the  piers;  a  channel  between  the  piers  150  feet  wide,  17  feet 
deep  in  the  outer  250  feet,  thence  15  feet  deep  in  the  inner  2,200  feet; 
an  inner  basin  15  feet  deep,  900  feet  long,  and  up  to  285  feet  wide  be¬ 
tween  limits  50  feet  from  existing  wharves;  and  4,990  feet  of  entrance 
piers.  Channel  maintenance  since  1950  has  been  limited  mainly  to 
serving  the  needs  of  commercial  fishing  and  other  shallow-draft  traffic. 

Navigation  problem. — Ontonagon  Harbor  is  not  suitable  for  use  by 
modern  Great  Lakes  vessels  because  of  the  limited  project  depth  of  15 
feet  and  the  small  maneuvering  area  in  the  inner  harbor.  The  harbor 
presently  affords  safe  vessel  operation  for  only  commercial  fishing  and 
other  small  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  depth  of  23  feet 
in  the  approach  channel,  with  suitable  widening,  and  in  the  outer  450 
feet  of  the  entrance  channel;  a  depth  of  22  feet  in  the  next  1,150  feet 
of  the  entrance  channel;  a  depth  of  21  feet  in  the  remainder  of  the 
entrance  channel  and  in  the  basin  to  within  800  feet  of  the  highway 
bridge;  removal  of  the  inner  955  feet  of  the  west  pier,  and  extension  of 
the  basin  westward  for  1,750  feet,  at  a  depth  of  21  feet  and  a  minunum 
width  of  200  feet;  a  sedimentation  basin  within  the  harbor,  30  feet 
deep,  Avith  a  capacity  of  155,000  cubic  yards;  reconstruction  of  the 
outer  370  feet  of  the  east  pier;  and  strengthening  the  remaining  piers 
and  raising  them  to  an  elevation  8  feet  above  low  water,  except  the 
outer  96  feet  of  the  west  pier. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  September  1960). — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$4,  741,  000 
145,  000 


Total _  4,  886,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization - - 

$177,000 
35, 000 
1,000 

$7,000 

$184,000 

35,000 

1,000 

Maintenance,  navigation  aids - - - - - 

213, 000 

7.000 

220, 000 

284, 800 
54,400 

Annual  benefits; 

Transportation  savings: 

339, 200 
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J>emf  t-cost  ratio. — 1 .5. 

Local  cooperation. —  («)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  constniction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Pm^ineers,  including  suitable  ai'eas  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  pub¬ 
lic  interest  for  initial  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  re¬ 
taining  dikes,  bidkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of 
such  retaining  works;  (J)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
<lamages  due  to  the  constniction  and  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ments;  (c)  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  alterations 
or  relocations  as  may  be  required  of  roads,  structures,  and  utility 
facilities;  (d)  provide  and  maintain  adequate  public  terminal  and 
ti'ansfer  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  including  dredging  of 
berthing  areas  to  depths  commensurate  with  related  project  depths; 
and  (e)  prohibit  bulkhead  construction  or  other  encroachment  on  the 
southerly  shore  in  the  harbor  retained  as  a  natural  spending  beach  for 
waves.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet 
requirements. 

C omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  States  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  that 
agency  that  the  available  record  does  not  clearly  indicate  sufficient 
economic  benefits  to  Avarrant  its  endorsement. 

State  of  Michigan  :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — States  that  while  there 
Avould  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  review  report 
on  Ontonagon  Harbor  to  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  expect  that  if  the  proposed  improvement  is  authorized  by  the 
Congress  it  Avould  be  reexamined  prior  to  submission  of  a  request 
for  funds  to  initiate  its  construction  in  the  light  of  policies  that  may 
result  from  the  current  transportation  review  and  of  local  conditions 
existing  at  that  time. 


MUSKEGON  HARBOR,  SUCH. 

(H.  Doc.  474,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Muskegon  Harbor  is  located  on  the  eastern  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan  nearly  opposite  and  80  miles  across  the  lake  from  Mil- 
Avaukee,  Wis. 

Authority. — Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  May  18, 1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  in  general  for  an  outer  harbor  formed 
by  arroAvhead  breakAvaters ;  an  entrance  channel  24  feet  deep  at  en¬ 
trance  decreasing  to  21  feet  at  the  inner  channel,  thence  an  inner 
cliannel  21  feet  deep  extending  to  Muskegon  Lake;  for  piers  and 
reA^etments  along  the  inner  channel ;  and  for  repairing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  the  revetment  around  the  old  car- ferry  slip. 

Navigation  prohlem. — The  existing  project  depth  is  inadequate  to 
accommodate  vessels  in  the  present  and  prospective  fleet  loaded  to 
drafts  commensurate  Avith  depths  being  provided  in  the  Great  Lakes 
connecting  channels  and  the  St.  LaAvrence  Seaway. 

Recommended  pl-an  of  improvement. — Provides  in  general  for  a 
depth  of  29  feet  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Michigan  to  a  point  about 
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1,000  feet  landward  of  the  ends  of  the  breakwaters;  thence  a  depth  of 
28  feet  to  the  outer  ends  of  the  inner  piers;  thence  a  depth  of  27  feet 
in  the  inner  channel  to  Muskegon  Lake;  and  for  modification  of  the 
project  limits  to  delete  two  triangular  areas  adjacent  to  the  inner 
portion  of  the  entrance  channel  and  to  reduce  the  project  width  in  the 
inner  channel  from  240  feet  to  200  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1960) . — 

Federal _ .$609,  000 

Non-Pederal _  450,  000 

Total _  1,059,000 


Project  eco7i.omics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$22, 000 
5, 000 

$21,000 

$43, 000 
5, 000 

Total _ _ _ 

27. 000 

21,000 

48, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings: 

137. 700 
88, 300 

226, 000 

Benedt-cost  ratio. — 4.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation,  in¬ 
cluding  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and 
necessary  retaining  works  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining 
works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  and  when  and 
where  needed,  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  and 
access  chamiels  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  re¬ 
lated  project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  and 
ability  to  comply  with  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Michigan ;  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

LELAND  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  413,  87tli  Cong.) 

Locatimi.—0\\  the  east  shore  of  Lake  Micliigan,  about  40  miles  by 
water  northeast  of  Frankfort,  Mich. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  31, 1957,  and  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
February  8, 1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project,  completed  in 
1937,  provides  piers  about  400  feet  long,  converging  from  shore  to  an 
entrance  60  feet  wide;  and  an  entrance  channel  6  feet  deep,  40  feet 
wide,  and  300  feet  long. 
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Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  additional  anchorage  area 
and  greater  protection  for  the  locally  based  fishing  fleet  and  mail- 
feriyboat  and  cruising  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  break¬ 
water  about  1,000  feet  long,  a  protected  anchorage  and  maneuvering 
area  about  3  acres  in  extent  and  10  feet  deep,  a  flared  approach  chan¬ 
nel  12  feet  deep  with  minimum  width  of  140  feet,  and  removal  of  the 
existing  north  pier. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  February  1961 )  .— 

Federal _ $485, 000 

Xon-Federal _  285, 000 


Total _  770, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$19,000 

2,500 

750 

$12, 200 

$31,200 

2,500 

750 

Maintenance  dredging _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . - . - . . 

22. 250 

12,200 

34,450 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational _ 

21,400 

10,000 

5,000 

6,500 

Harbor  of  refuge: 

Recreational  craft.. _ _ _ 

Commercial  craft.. _ 

Commercial  fishing _ 

Total _ 

42,900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  37  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  due  to  benefits  to 
recreational  boating,  such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  $285,- 
000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  and 
subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  detennined; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal 
of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
therefor,  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works ;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  a  public 
landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
the  dredging  of  berthing  areas  to  be  commensurate  with  the  depth 
of  the  Federal  channel  improvements;  establish  a  properly  consti¬ 
tuted  and  competent  public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  financially 
and  to  provide  and  operate  essential  local  facilities;  reserve  spaces 
within  the  anchorage  and  mooring  facilities  adequate  for  the  accom¬ 
modation  of  transient  craft;  and  maintain  an  adequate  channel  for 
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the  commercial  fishing  fleet  in  the  river  upstream  of  the  Federal  im¬ 
provement.  The  local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  items  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

LITTLE  bay  DE  NOC,  GLADSTONE  HARBOR,  AND  KIPLING,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  480,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Little  Bay  cle  Noc  is  a  northerly  arm  of  Green  Bay  in 
the  northwestern  part  of  Lake  Michigan.  Gladstone  is  on  the  west 
shore  of  the  bay,  about  7.5  miles  north  of  Escanaba.  Kipling  is  on 
the  north  side  of  Gladstone  Harbor. 

Authonty. — Resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  August  18,  1959  and 
June  3,  1959,  respectively,  and  section  109  of  the  &ver  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1905, 
provided  for  dredging  to  a  depth  of  19  feet  the  approach  to  the  then 
existing  ore  dock  at  Gladstone.  No  funds  have  been  expended  on 
the  project  since  1911  and,  since  the  ore  dock  was  abandoned  many 
years  ago,  the  project  was  recommended  for  abandonment  in  House 
Document  No.  467,  69th  Congress,  1st  session.  No  action  in  respect 
to  abandonment  was  taken  by  Congress. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  locally  provided  channel  to  Kip¬ 
ling  is  inadequate  for  tankers  calling  there. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — It  is  recommended  that  the 
existing  project  for  Gladstone  Harbor,  Mich.,  be  abandoned  and  that 
a  new  project  be  authorized,  providing  for  a  channel  24  feet  deep, 
200  feet  wide,  and  about  2,400  feet  long  from  deep  water  in  Little 
Bay  de  Noc  to  the  Kipling  waterfront,  with  suitable  widening  at 
the  landward  end  to  form  a  turning  basin  550  feet  wide  and  24  feet 
deep. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.,  November  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ $350,  000 

Non-Federal _  19)  999 

Total _  369,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$12, 900 
2,000 
100 

$900 

200 

$13, 800 
2,200 
100 

15,000 

1, 100 

16, 100 
79,200 
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Benefjt-cost  ratio. — 4.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  im¬ 
provement;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
depth  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  depth  pi’ovided  in  the 
related  project  area;  and  make  terminal  facilities  for  transfer  of 
petroleum  products  at  Kipling  available  to  all  on  equal  terms.  It  is 
the  opinion  of  the  district  engineer  that  local  interests  are  able  and 
willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan  :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Ko  objection. 

GREEN  BAY  HARBOR,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  470,  87th  Cong.) 

T^ocation. — Green  Bay  Harbor  is  within  the  mouth  of  the  Fox  River 
at  the  south  end  of  Green  Bay,  an  arm  of  Lake  Michigan. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May  18, 
1956  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Outer  harbor  entrance  channel  10  miles  long,  22 
feet  deep,  and  from  500  feet  wide  at  outer  end  to  300  feet  at  Grassy 
Island;  Fox  River  channel  22  feet  deep  to  Chicago  and  North  Western 
Railway  bridge;  turning  basin  22  feet  deep  at  mouth  of  East  River; 
turning  basin  20  feet  deep  above  Chicago  and  North  Western  Rail¬ 
way  bridge;  and  channel  miles  long,  18  feet  deep,  150  feet  wide 
from  Chicago  and  North  Western  Railway  bridge  to  DePere,  termi¬ 
nating  in  a  turning  basin. 

N avigation  problem. — Lack  of  adequate  depth  to  accommodate  the 
vessels  which  will  use  the  connecting  channels  and  St.  Lawrence  Sea¬ 
way  and  inadequate  width  in  the  lower  harbor  for  turaing  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Provides  generally  for  deep¬ 
ening  the  entrance  channel  in  Green  Bay  to  26  feet  from  that  depth  m 
the  bay  to  Grassy  Island,  at  channel  widths  of  500  feet  to  Tail  Point 
Light,  thence  300  feet  to  Grassy  Island ;  deepening  the  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  to  24  feet  from  Grassy  Island  to  a  point  0.5  mile  upstream  at  the 
presently  authorized  channel  width  of  300  feet ;  thence,  deepening  the 
Fox  River  to  24  feet  to  a  point  1,700  feet  upstream  from  the  Chicago  & 
North  Western  Railway  bridge,  at  existing  channel  widths;  and  dredg¬ 
ing  the  authorized  but  unconstructed  turning  basin  at  the  mouth  of 
the  East  River  to  a  depth  of  24  feet  for  a  maximum  width  of  1,000 
feet;  and  further  provides  that  the  xmcompleted  part  of  the  work  au¬ 
thorized  in  1945  be  combined  with  the  additional  work  recommended 
herein  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a  single  w’ork  item,  with  estimated 
cost  of  $4,610,000  for  construction,  including  $340,000  for  work  pre¬ 
viously  authorized,  and  that  this  combination  supei*sede  the  authoriz¬ 
ation  for  the  uncompleted  portion  of  the  work  authorized  by  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level,  June  1961). — 

Federal _ $4,270,000 

Non-Federal _  215,  000 

Total -  4,  485,  000 


Project  economics. — • 


Federal 

Non-Foderal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  _ 

$1.59, 500 
20, 000 

1, 600 

$9, 900 

$169. 400 
20, 000 
1.600 

Maintenance  of  channel _  -  .  .  _  .  _ 

Maintenance,  aids  to  navigation _ _ 

Total _ 

181,000 

9, 900 

191,000 
478. 000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  _  .  . 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  coojyeration. — Provide  without  co.st  to  the,  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance,  including  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  dis¬ 
posal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  works  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements; 
when  and  where  necessary,  provide  and  maintain  depths  between  the 
neav  channel  limits  and  terminal  facilities  commensurate  with  related 
project  depths;  and  accomplish  such  alterations  as  required  in  sewer, 
water  supply,  drainage,  and  other  utilities.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  items  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  Favorable. 

Commemts  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

KENOSHA  HARBOR,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  496,  87th  Cong.) 

T^ocation. — Kenosha  Harbor,  Wis.,  on  the  western  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan  about  35  miles  south  of  Milwaukee  and  54  miles  north  of 
Chicago,  Ill.,  is  at  the  mouth  of  Pike  Creek  in  the  city  of  Kenosha. 
The  areas  tributary  to  Kenosha  Harbor  includes  Kenosha  County, 
parts  of  Racine  and  Walworth  Counties,  and  a  small  area  along  the 
northern  boundaiy  of  Illinois. 

Authority. — Full  response  to  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
resolution  adopted  July  31,  1957 ;  partial  response  to  similar  resolu¬ 
tions  of  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public  Works  adopted  May 
18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively;  and  in  partial  response  to 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted  April  30,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Kenosha  Har¬ 
bor,  completed  in  1959,  provides  for  (a)  a  detached  breakwater  796 
feet  long,  northeast  of  the  harbor;  (h)  two  parallel  piers  about  250  feet 
apart  along  the  entrance  channel,  1,077  feet  and  1,872  feet  in  length 
for  the  north  and  south  piers,  respectively;  (c)  an  entrance  channel 
generally  400  feet  wide  lakeward  from  the  piers  and  200  feet  wide  be- 
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tween  the  piers,  the  channel  being  2,750  feet  long  and  21  feet  deep  from 
that  depth  in  the  lake  to  an  interior  basin;  (d)  an  interior  basin  21 
feet  deep;  and  (e)  a  channel  21  feet  deep,  70  feet  wide,  and  475  feet 
long  extending  northwest  from  the  basin.  The  lake  approach  to  the 
entrance  channel  has  been  deepened  to  23  feet  under  the  general  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  V  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  4,  1951. 

Navigati-on  problem. — Kenosha  Harbor  is  a  part  of  the  Great  Lakes 
navigation  system  which  includes  improvements  to  connecting  chan¬ 
nels  between 'the  lakes  and  to  shipping  and  receiving  harbors.  Present 
harbor  depths  of  21  feet  are  not  commensurate  with  the  controlling- 
depths  currently  being  provided  in  the  system  and  with  those  of  the 
Sr.  Lawrence  Seaway  to  accommodate  the  vessels  carrying  oversea 
general  cargo. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  lake  approach  channel  800 
feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  from  the  detached  breakwater  lakeward 
for  a  distance  of  about  2,800  feet;  an  approach  channel  26  feet  deep 
between  the  detached  breakwater  and  the  outer  end  of  the  north  pier ; 
and  an  entrance  channel  and  inner  basin  25  feet  deep,  exclusive  of  the 
northwesterly  extension. 


Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _ $673,  000 

Non-Federal - 

Total _  673,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges :  Federal 

Interest  and  amortization _ $25, 200 

Maintenance _  5,  000 

Total _  30,  200 

Annual  benefits :  Transportation  savings  in  oversea  general  cargo -  47,  300 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  that  may  result  from  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvement;  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths 
in  berthing  areas  when  and  as  required  at  docks  adjacent  to  the  area 
to  be  improved,  commensurate  with  the  recommended  project  depths. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— objection. 

MANITOWOC  HARBOR,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  479,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — West  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  about  70  miles  north  of 
Milwaukee,  Wis. 

Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  "Works 
Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  IMay 
18, 1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
outer  haiwr  protected  by  breakwaters  with  an  entrance  425  feet  wide : 
a  channel  21  feet  deep  and  425  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  the  lake 
to  the  breakwaters,  thence  650  feet  wide  through  the  outer  harbor  to 
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the  river  moDth ;  a  channel  21  feet  deep  at  varying  widths  for  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  1.7  miles  up  the  Manitowoc  Eiver;  removal  of  the  old  stub 
pier  at  the  river  entrance;  and  an  approach  channel  21  feet  deep  in 
tlie  outer  harbor  to  a  proposed  city  terminal  south  of  the  south  break¬ 
water.  The  lake  approach  has  been  deepened  to  23  feet  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  authority  provided  in  section  5  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
March  4,  1915. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  project  dimensions  are  not  adequate 
to  accommodate  present  and  prospective  bulk  cargo  vessels  serving  the 
harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — ^Provide  for  an  approach 
channel  25  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  the  lake 
to  the  breakwater  entrance,  a  distance  of  about  2,600  feet ;  a  depth  of 
23  feet  over  a  width  of  800  feet  in  the  outer  harbor,  thence  over  the 
existing  project  widths  in  the  river  to  Eighth  Street;  a  depth  of  22 
feet  over  existing  widths  from  Eighth  Street  to  the  upstream  limit 
of  the  project;  and  elimination  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the  south 
part  of  the  outer  harbor. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  J uly  1961 )  — 

Federal _ $719,000 

Xon-Federal _  193, 000 


Total _  912,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$26, 300 
3,000 
300 

$8,900 

$35,200 

3,000 

300 

Total  _  _ _ _ 

29, 600 

8,900 

38, 500 
63,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  impi'ovement  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion,  including  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  works  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  re¬ 
taining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the.  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement;  pro¬ 
vide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing 
areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate 
with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and  accomplish 
and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations  as  may 
be  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  sewer,  water  supply,  drain¬ 
age,  and  other  utility  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated  will¬ 
ingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

90048—62 - 5 
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MILWAUKEE  HARBOR,  WIS. 

(II.  Doc.  134,  87th  Cong.) 

LocMion. — Milwaukee  Harbor  is  located  on  the  west  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan,  85  miles  north  of  Chicago,  111. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  'Works 
Committees,  adopted  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  two  breakwaters,  19,625  feet  in 
length,  with  an  opening  500  feet  wide;  two  piers  at  the  Milwaukee 
River  mouth,  358  to  552  feet  apart;  an  entrance  channel  21  feet  deep, 
2,850  feet  long,  and  600  feet  wide  outside  the  piers;  together  with 
various  widths  and  depths. 

Navigation  problem. — Major  problem  is  lack  of  adequate  depth  to 
accommodate  vessels  which  will  utilize  the  connecting  channels  and 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  {a)  an  approach 
channel  30  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide,  narrowing  to  300  feet  through 
the  breakwater  opening;  (&)  a  depth  of  28  feet  in  the  entrance  channel 
to  the  inner  end  of  the  piers,  over  existing  project  widths,  but  not 
nearer  than  50  feet  from  either  pier ;  (c)  a  depth  of  28  feet  in  the  outer 
harbor  south  of  the  entrance  channel  to  East  Bay  Street  extended, 
between  limits  50  feet  east  of  the  pierhead  line  and  400  feet  west  of 
the  breakwater;  {d)  and  a  depth  of  27  feet  in  the  Milwaukee  River 
to  within  100  feet  of  the  centerline  of  the  bridge  at  mile  0.34,  over 
existing  project  widths,  and  the  Kinnickinnic  River  to  widths  160  feet 
of  the  centerline  of  the  bridge  at  mile  1.0,  not  nearer  than  75  feet  from 
adjacent  docks. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1960) . — 

Federal - $4,  020,  000 

Non-Federal _  627,  000 


Total -  4,  656,  000 

Project  economics.- — • 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... 

$150, 000 
16, 000 

$24, 800 

$174, 800 
16,000 

Maintenance _ 

Total _ 

166, 000 

24,800 

190,800 
1, 130,000 

Annual  benefits;  Transportation  savings 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  must  agree  to  (a)  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  improvements;  (5)  accomplish  all  necessary  al¬ 
terations  to  existing  structures  and  utility  facilities;  and  (c)  when 
and  where  necessary,  provide  and  maintain  depths  and  tenninal  fa¬ 
cilities  and  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  related  project 
depths.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  pi’o- 
vido  local  requirements. 

O omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  'Wisconsin :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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CALT^MET  HARBOR  AND  RIVER,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  581,  S7tli  Coug.) 

Location. — Calumet  Harbor  is  at  the  south  end  of  Lake  Michigan, 
on  the  State  line  between  Illinois  and  Indiana. 

Authority. — Interim  report  is  in  partial  response  to  similar  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  House  of  Kepresentatives  on  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956, 
respectively. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Calmnet  Har¬ 
bor  and  River  provides  for  an  outer  harbor  protected  by  a  breakwater 
12,500  feet  long;  an  approach  channel  3,200  feet  wide  and  29  feet 
deep;  an  outer  harbor  channel  and  anchorage  3,000  feet  wide  and  28 
feet  deep;  a  channel  in  the  river  290  feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  up  to 
the  Elgin,  Joliet,  &  Eastern  Railway  bridge,  thence  at  least  200  feet 
wide  and  25  feet  deep  to  111th  Street,  23  feet  to  114th  Street,  21  feet 
to  122d  Street,  and  21.5  feet  to  and  including  turning  basin  No.  5; 
widening  and  straightening  the  river,  except  through  the  rock  cut, 
to  within  20  feet  of  bulkhead  lines;  five  turning  basins  along  the 
river;  and  closing  the  existing  gap  between  tbe  breakwaters.  The 
existing  project  for  Lake  Calumet  ])rovides  for  dredging  to  a  depth 
of  21  feet  an  area  670  feet  wide  and  3,000  feet  long  at  the  south  end 
of  the  lake  and  an  entrance  channel  300  feet  wide  from  Calumet  River 
at  turning  basin  No.  5. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  project  depths  are  not  adequte  to 
allow  vessels  calling  at  points  along  the  river  and  in  Lake  Calumet 
to  be  loaded  to  the  drafts  permitted  by  the  Great  Lakes  connecting 
channels  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seawa3L  Widening  in  the  rock  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  river,  enlargement  of  turning  basins  and  extension  of  the 
existing  project  are  needed  for  safe  navigation  and  development  of 
the  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for :  a  depth  of  27 
feet  in  earth  and  28  feet  in  rock  over  a  minimum  width  of  200  feet 
in  Calumet  River  from  the  Elgin,  Joliet  &  Eastern  Railway  bridge 
to  turning  basin  No.  5 ;  widening  the  channel  through  the  rock  section 
of  Calumet  River,  together  with  the  presently  authorized  widening 
and  straightening  of  the  river,  all  to  a  depth  of  27  feet  in  eartli  and 
28  feet  in  rock;  a  depth  of  27  feet  over  the  authorized  limits  of  turn¬ 
ing  Basin  No.  1  on  Calumet  River;  enlarging  turning  basin  No.  5,  and 
deepening  the  enlarged  basins  to  27  feet ;  elimination  of  turning  basins 
Nos.  2  and  4;  a  depth  of  27  feet  within  authorized  limits  to  Lake 
Calumet  and  its  entrance  channel ;  and  extending  the  existing  project 
limits  in  Lake  Calumet  3,000  feet  northward  at  a  width  of  1,000  feet 
and  a  depth  of  27  feet.  Further,  that  the  uncom])leted  work  author¬ 
ized  in  1935  for  the  related  river  section  be  combined  with  the  addi¬ 
tional  work  now  recommended  for  that  section  (exclusive  of  turning 
basins  Nos.  2  and  4)  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a  single  further  im¬ 
provement,  with  estimated  cost  of  $13,479,000  for  construction,  in¬ 
cluding  $2,015,000  for  work  previously  authorized  and  $11,464,000 
for  additional  work  now  recommended,  and  that  this  combination 
supersede  the  authorization  for  construction  of  the  pertinent  uncom- 
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pleted  portion  of  the  work  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1935. 

Estimated  cost  {frice  level). — 

Federal _ 000 

Non-Federal -  12,  081,  000 


Total _  23,  .54.5,  000 

Project  eccmovlics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$433, 000 
17, 000 

$560, 000 

$993,000 

17,000 

450, 000 

560,000 

1, 010, 000 
2, 393, 000 

Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  projects,  including  suitable  areas  re¬ 
quired  for  initial  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining 
works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  pro¬ 
vide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berth¬ 
ing  areas  commensurate  with  depths  provided  in  the  related  project 
areas;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations 
as  may  be  required  in  docks,  bulkheads,  submarine  utility  facilities, 
and  other  structures;  provide  such  biddge  protection  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  ;  and  provide  adequate  bulkheads  where  required  in  connection 
with  enlargement  of  the  river  channel  and  turning  basins  or,  in  lieu 
of  such  bulkheads,  furnish  releases  saving  the  United  States  harmless 
against  any  claims  for  damages  from  erosion,  bank  losses,  or  other 
consequences  of  the  work;  and  jyrovided  further  that  work  on  any 
separable  feature  may  be  undertaken  independently  of  any  other 
whenever  funds  for  that  feature  are  available  and  the  pertinent  local 
cooperation  has  been  furnished. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Ilinois :  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

CHICAGO  HARBOR,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  485,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chicago  Harbor  is  near  the  south  end  of  Lake  Michi¬ 
gan,  14  miles  northerly  of  the  Illinois-Indiana  State  line,  on  the  south¬ 
western  shore  of  the  lake. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 
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Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Chicago  Har¬ 
bor  generally  provides  for  an  inner  breakwater,  in  two  sections,  in¬ 
closing  an  inner  basin  of  about  224  acres;  an  exterior  breakwater  in 
three  sections  inclosing  an  outer  basin  of  about  900  acres ;  maintenance 
dredging  to  a  depth  of  21  feet  of  a  portion  of  the  imier  basin  and 
also  of  the  entrance  to  Chicago  River  to  Rush  Street  over  a  varying 
width ;  and  maintenance  of  a  section  of  the  north  pier.  The  existing 
deep  draft  Federal  project  for  Chicago  River  generally  provides  for 
maintenance  dredging  to  21  feet  in  the  main  river,  the  North  Branch, 
the  North  Branch  Canal,  and  the  North  Branch  turning  basin,  all  to 
within  20  feet  of  existing  docks. 

Navigation  proiblem. — -Existing  project  depths  in  the  outer  harbor 
are  not  adequate  to  permit  vessels  in  the  oversea  traffic  to  take  full 
advantage  of  the  depth  being  provided  in  the  connecting  channels- 
and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

R ecom'mended  plan  of  wiproveinent. — Provide  for  a  lake  approach 
channel  800  feet  wide  and  29  feet  deep  from  the  breakwater  lakeward 
for  a  distance  of  about  6,600  feet  and  a  channel  and  maneuver  area 
inside  the  harbor  entrance  with  a  maximum  width  of  1,300  feet  and 
a  depth  of  28  feet. 

Estimate  cost  {price  level  of  Jul'y  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ $1,  505,  000 

Non-Pederal _  None 


Total _  1, 505,  000 

Project  economics, — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total' 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$57, 000 
11, 000 

0 

$1,000 

$57, 000' 
12, 000 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

68, 000 

1,000 

69, 000 
423,000 

Annual  benefits;  Transportation  savings _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 6.1. 

Local-  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  that  may  result  from  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvement ;  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths 
in  berthing  areas  sertdng  the  public  terminal  commensurate  with  the 
recommended  project  depths.  Local  interests  have  indicated  a  will¬ 
ingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  B'odget. — No  objection. 
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NEW  BUFFALO  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  481,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — New  Buffalo  Harbor  is  at  the  mouth  of  Galien  Biver 
on  the  southeast  shore  of  Lake  Michigan,  about  10  miles  northeast  of 
Michigan  City,  Ind.,  and  45  miles  east  of  Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Kesolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committee 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  June  20,  1957, 
and  July  16, 1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — A  Federal  navigation  project  adopted  in  1852 
provided  for  a  revetted  entrance  channel  12  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide.  Expenditures  of  $83,000  to  1885,  when  all  work  was  discon¬ 
tinued,  resulted  in  a  partially  revetted  channel  6  feet  deep,  40  feet 
wide,  and  1,400  feet  long,  which  constitutes  substantially  the  present 
chamiel.  Since  1954,  local  interests  have  spent  about  $58,000  for  a 
timber  jetty  north  of  the  entrance  and  chamiel  improvements,  and 
about  $270,000  for  moorage  facilities.  They  have  mider  construction, 
or  are  planning,  additional  facilities  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $144,000. 
A  public  ramp  for  boat  launching  is  operated  by  the  village  of  New 
Buffalo. 

Navigation  problem,. — The  entrance  lacks  protection  against  lake 
storms  and  the  channel  is  subject  to  shoaling  from  shifting  sandbars 
small-craft  navigation  hazardous.  Local  attempts  at  channel  main¬ 
tenance  have  been  inadequate.  Existing  project  provisions  are  not 
suitable  for  present  and  future  needs. 

_  Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Abandon  the  existing  inac¬ 
tive  project  and  construct  new  project  providing  for  construction 
of  two  breakwaters,  one  extending  lakeward  for  1,400  feet  from  the 
shore  northeast  of  the  Galien  River  mouth,  and  the  other  for  860  feet 
from  the  shore  on  the  southwest  side;  and  dredging  of  a  channel  10 
feet  deep,  80  to  180  feet  wide,  and  about  850  feet  long  from  the  lake 
to  the  river  mouth,  thence  8  feet  deep  and  80  feet  wide  for  1,250  feet 
in  the  river. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1961') . — 

Federal -  ^067^  000 

Non-Federal -  ei5^  000 


Total - 282,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

$25,  500 
21, 000 
500 

$28, 000 

$53, 500 
21,000 
500 

Maintenance. . . . . 

Maintenance,  aids  to  navigation . . 

Total . . . .  . 

47,000 

28,000 

75,000 

Annual  benefits; 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ 

32,400 

49,200 

16,000 

4,500 

Recreational  boating. . . . 

Reduced  local  maintenance.  _  _  . 

Increased  commercial  fish  catch _ _ 

Total . . 

102, 100 
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Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Bocal  cooperation. — Contribute,  in  cash,  48  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  due  to  recrea¬ 
tional  boating  benefits,  such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  $615,- 
000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  sub¬ 
ject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined; 
provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  ail  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  requii-ed  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial 
and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  in  a  stockpile  for  beach  nourishment ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  provide  and 
rnaintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  necessary  mooring  facili¬ 
ties  and  utilities,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  fa¬ 
cilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  including  dredging  of  berthing 
areas  to  depths  commensurate  with  the  related  project  depths;  and 
preserve  mooring  facilities  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  trans¬ 
ient  craft.  The  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for  the  recommended 
improvements  is  estimated  at  $667,000  for  construction  and  $21,000 
annually  for  maintenance.  The  Michigan  State  Waterways  Com¬ 
mission  has  expressed  its  support  for  the  improvements  and  has  of¬ 
fered  to  provide  any  required  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Eavorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

CASEVILLE  HARBOR,  ailCH. 

(H.  Doc.  64,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Caseville  Harbor,  about  40  miles  northeasterly  of  Bay 
City,  Mich.,  is  at  the  mouth  of  Pigeon  River  on  the  east  shore  of 
Saginaw  Bay,  an  arm  of  Lake  Huron. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  adopted  April  24, 1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Caseville. 

Navigation  problem. — Navigation  by  light-draft  vessels  cruising  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  mouth  of  Pigeon  River  is  adversely  affected  by 
frequent,  severe  northerly  and  northeasterly  storms  sweeping  across 
long  expanses  of  open  water  in  Lake  Huron.  The  presence  of  roclcy 
reefs  extending  from  the  shore  and  from  adjacent  islands  in  the  area, 
constitutes  an  additional  hazard  to  small  craft  cri;ising  near  shore  and 
greatly  increases  the  sailing  distance  between  sheltered  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  constructing  a 
breakwater,  1,300  feet  long,  extending  northwesterly  from  the  bay 
shore  at  the  north  side  of  the  mouth  of  Pigeon  River;  and  dredging 
an  entrance  channel,  10  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  that  depth 
in  Saginaw  Bay,  decreasing  to  80  feet  in  width  at  the  outer  end  of  the 
breakwater  and  extending  riverward  100  feet  at  the  same  depth; 
thence  a  channel  8  feet  deep  and  80  feet  wide  to  the  river  mouth,  de- 
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creasing  to  60  feet  in  width  and  extending  upstream  approximately 
1,000  feet,  with  widening  to  80  feet  in  the  upper  300-foot  reach  to 
seiwe  as  a  turning  basin,  all  at  the  same  depth. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1959) . — 

Federal _ $327,  000 

Noa-Federal _  327,  000 


Total _  654, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Fedoral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$12, 000 
2,500 
300 

$14,000 

$26,000 
2, 500 
300 

14,800 

14, 000 

28,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating  _ _ _ _ 

36,700 

2,000 

Harbor  of  refuge.. _ _  _  _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

38,700 

Benefit-cost  ratio — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  must  agree  to:  {a)  contribute, 
in  cash,  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  general 
navigation  facilities  comprising  the  channel  and  breakwater,  such 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $327,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  (5)  provide,  without  cost 
to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  neces¬ 
sary  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  (c)  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  (d)  provide  and  maintain,  without  cost 
to  the  United  States,  necessaiy  mooring  facilities,  and  utilities,  in¬ 
cluding  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities,  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  the  dredging  of  berthing  areas  to  be  conmiensurate 
with  the  depth  of  the  Federal  channel  improvements;  (e)  establish 
a  properly  constitiited  and  competent  public  body  empowered  to  co¬ 
operate  financially  and  to  provide  and  operate  essential  local  facilities ; 
and  (/)  reserve  spaces  within  the  anchorage  and  mooring  facilities 
adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  transient  craft ;  and  provided  fur¬ 
ther  that,  if  it  is  determined  in  detailed  studies  that  spoil  disposal 
areas  are  needed,  local  interests  agree  to  furnish,  upon  request  of  the 
Cliief  of  Engineers,  and  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  any  such 
areas  required  including  such  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embanhments  as 
may  be  necessary,  for  the  initial  dredging  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  INIichigan :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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SAGINAW  RI\T5R,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  544,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  Michigan  on  the  east  shore.  Saginaw  River  flows  22 
miles  northward  to  the  head  of  Saginaw  Bay,  a  southwestern  arm  of 
Lake  Huron. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  'project.^ — The  Federal  project  provides  for  an  entrance 
chamiel  350  feet  wide  and  24  feet  deep  in  the  river  to  the  Detroit  & 
Mackinac  Railway  bridge,  thence  22  feet  deep  to  Sixth  Street,  Sagi¬ 
naw,  and  thence  16.5  feet  deep  to  the  head  of  the  river  at  Green  Point, 
a  total  distance  of  29  miles ;  and  three  turning  basins :  one  20  feet  deep 
at  Essexville,  another  20  feet  deep  at  Carrollton,  and  the  third  in 
Saginaw  15  feet  deep.  Also  provides  for  elimination  from  the  proj¬ 
ect  of  the  existing  entrance  channel  in  the  bay  upon  completion  of 
the  new  channel. 

N avigation  prohlem. — Existing  project  dimensions  are  inadequate 
to  accommodate  present  and  prospective  bulk-  and  general-cargo  ves¬ 
sels  serving  the  terminals  along  the  river. 

Recommended  plan  of  imjyrovement. — Provide  for  a  chamiel  27 
feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Saginaw  Bay  for  a 
distance  of  14  miles  to  the  angle  in  the  chaimel  near  the  river  mouth; 
thence  a  channel  26  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  0.4 
of  a  mile  to  the  river  mouth ;  thence  a  channel  25  feet  deep  and  200 
feet  wide  for  2.8  miles  up  the  river  to  the  Detroit  &  Mackinac  Rail¬ 
way  bridge;  a  depth  of  25  feet  in  the  Essexville  turning  basin  over 
a  width  of  600  feet,  including  a  triangular  extension  of  500  feet  at 
the  downstream  end;  a  turning  basin  22  feet  deep,  650  feet  wide, 
and  6.2  acres  in  area,  at  river  mile  8.8  near  the  airport;  a  depth  of 
22  feet  over  the  present  width  of  200  feet  for  a  distance  of  2,800  feet 
in  the  channel  upstream  from  the  Sixth  Street  Bridge;  and  a  turning 
basin  20  feet  deep,  650  feet  wide,  and  6.2  acres  in  area  upstream  of 
the  Sixth  Street  Bridge,  at  about  mile  17.1. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  196%') . — 

Federal - $4,  780,  000 

Non-Federal _  110,  000 


Total -  4,  890,  000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$179, 300 
32, 000 
3, 000 

$5, 100 

$184,  400 
32,000 
3, 000 

Maintenance  dredging _ 

Maintenance  aids  to  navigation— _ 

Total _ 

214, 300 

S,  100 

219, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

275,  700 
19, 100 

Vessel  turning  cost  savings., _ _ _ _ 

Total . 

294,800 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  Avithout  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  initial  dredging  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  imjDrovement  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion,  including  suitable  areas  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works ;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  improvements;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  dock  approaches  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
accomplish  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  altera¬ 
tions  as  may  be  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  submarine 
utility  facilities.  Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are  willing 
and  able  to  comply  with  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

ROUGE  RIATiK,  MICH. 

(H.Doc.  509,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kouge  River  is  located  in  southeastern  Michigan  and  it 
joins  the  Detroit  River  between  the  cities  of  Detroit  and  River  Roucre, 
iVIich. 

Authority. — Partial  response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Public  Works  Comntittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  May  18,  1956  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively.  It  is 
also  in  partial  response  to  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives  adopted  on  July  21,  1960. 

Existing  project. — ProAudes  for  a  main  channel  3  miles  in  length 
from  the  Detroit  RiAnr  through  the  short-cut  canal  to  the  turning 
basin  just  above  Dix  Avenue  Bridge  all  21  feet  deep;  and  an  older 
side  channel  from  the  Detroit  RiA-er  1^2  miles  in  length  joining  the 
main  channel  immediately  upstream  of  the  Detroit,  Toledo  &  Ironton 
Railroad  bridge  of  varying  depths  from  17  to  25  feet. 

N avigation  prohlem. — Present  channel  depths  are  inadequate  to  per¬ 
mit  efficient  use  of  modem  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  to 
25  feet  and  widening  to  suitable  widths  the  main  channel  of  the  Rouge 
River  from  the  Detroit  River  to  just  below  the  Jefferson  Street  Bridge; 
a  turning  basin  at  the  junction  of  the  old  channel  and  the  main  channel 
25  feet  deep;  and  maintenance  of  those  jiortions  of  the  existing  proj¬ 
ect  outside  the  25-foot  channel  limits. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1962) . — 

Federal _  $257,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  240,  000 


Total _  1,497,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$9, 900 
6,000 

$57, 700 
6, 000 

$67, 600 
10,000 

Total _ _ _ _ — 

14,  900 

62,  700 

77, 600 

167, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  of  the 
improvements  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including 
suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required,  in 
the  general  public  interest  for  initial  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  neces¬ 
sary  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such 
retaining  works ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements ; 
provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  to  accommodate  the  commerce  to 
be  served  by  the  improved  channel;  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with 
the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  accomplish  and 
maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations  as  may  be 
required  in  docks,  bulkheads,  and  other  structures,  and  take  such 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure  stability  of  banks  adjacent  to 
the  project  channel ;  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
such  bridge  protection  as  may  be  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  F avorable. 

Gorrments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

IIITRON  HARBOR,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  165,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Huron  Harbor,  Ohio,  is  at  the  mouth  of  the  Huron 
Elver  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Erie,  about  4Y  miles  west  of  Cleve¬ 
land,  Ohio. 

Authority. — Interim  report  in  partial  response  to  resolutions  of  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Eep- 
resentatives,  adopted  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project.- — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
channel  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  to  the  river  entrance  25  feet 
deep  in  soft  material  and  26  feet  deep  in  hard  material ;  a  pier  on  the 
west  side  of  the  channel  and  a  breakwater  on  the  east  side  of  the 
channel  3,170  feet  and  1,450  feet  long,  respectively;  and  enlargement 
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but  not  maintenance  of  a  turning  basin  19  feet  deep  adjacent  to  slip 
No.  2.  Local  interests  have  dredged  and  maintained  the  river  channel 
and  tuniing  basin  above  the  limits  of  Federal  maintenance. 

Navigation  froNem. — The  present  controling  depths  in  Huron 
Harbor  are  insufficient  to  accommodate  modern  vessels  loaded  with 
iron  ore,  grain,  and  coal,  and  desirous  of  using  depths  available,  in  the 
connecting  channnels  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaw^ay.  The  turning 
basin  at  the  upstream  end  of  deep-draft  navigation  is  too  small  for 
safe  use  by  vessels  larger  than  class  5.  Storms  from  the  northeasterly 
direction  create  turbulence  in  the  harbor  which  hampers  loading 
operations  in  the  coal  slip.  These  storms  also  interfere  with  vessels 
entering  and  leaving  the  harbor.  The  entrance  channel  is  narrow  and 
exposed  and  the  stopping  or  checking  distance  is  insufficient  for  the 
larger  vessels  entering  the  confined  river  channel. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  an  approach 
channel  400  feet  at  the  outer  end  and  300  feet  at  the  inner  end  and  29 
feet  deep  extending  from  the  lake  to  a  i:)oint  opposite  the  outer  end 
of  the  east  breakwater ;  an  entrance  channel  28  feet  deep  in  soft  ma¬ 
terial  and  29  feet  in  hard,  300  feet  wide  at  the  outer  end  and  150  feet 
at  the  inner  end,  extending  from  the  outer  end  of  the  east  breakwater 
to  slip  No.  1  of  the  New  York,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. ;  :i 
river  channel  27  feet  deep  in  soft  and  28  feet  in  hard  material,  120 
feet  wide  at  the  outer  end  and  350  feet  at  the  inner  end  extending 
from  slip  No.  1  to  the  turning  basin ;  a  turning  basin  750  feet  wide  and 
22  feet  deep  in  hard  and  21  feet  in  soft  material;  a  detached  break¬ 
water  1,575  feet  long  approximately  2,000  feet  lakeward  of  the  outer 
end  of  the  west  pier;  and  abandonment  of  the  lakeward  end  of  the 
•existing  approach  channel  not  included  in  the  plan. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1969) . — 

Federal - .$8,  557,  000 

Non-Federal -  1,  080, 000 


Total -  9, 637,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . . . . . 

.$319, 500 
59,  m 
2,200 

$.'3,  fiOO 
■-13, 000 

$373, 100 
46, 500 
2,200 

Maintenance,  navigation  aids. . . . . . . 

Total. .  . . .  . . . . 

381, 200 

40,  600 

421,800 

443,000 

6,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings . . . 

Elimination  of  delays . . . . 

Total . . . . . . . 

449,000 

1  Includes  reduction  of  $18,000  in  non-Federal  maintenance  in  the  river  channel  and  turning  basin  and 
an  increase  of  $5,000  non-Federal  maintenance  for  slips  Nos.  1  and  2. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements;  when  and  where 
necessary,  dredge  the  areas  between  the  Federal  improvement  and 
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terminal  facilities  to  adequate  depths;  and,  regulate  mooring  to  any 
dock,  bulkhead,  or  other  structure  on  the  west  side  of  the  river,  to 
prevent  interference  Avith  the  turning  and  passage  of  vessels.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  Avillingness  and  ability  to  provide  require¬ 
ments. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  age'ncies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  FaAmrable. 

State  of  Ohio:  FaAmrable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

CLEVELAND  HARBOR,  OHIO 
(H.  Doe.  527,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — South  shore  of  Lake  Erie  at  mouth  of  Cuyahoga  Eiveiv 

Authority. — ^This  interim  report  is  in  jiartial  response  to  similar 
resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S- 
Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  on  May  18,  195G,  and  June  2T, 
1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
outer  harbor,  5  miles  long,  1,600  to  2,400  feet  Avide,  protected  by  break- 
Avaters;  a  main  entrance  700  feet  Avide;  two  parallel  piers  325  feet 
apart  at  the  mouth  of  Cuyahoga  Eiver ;  a  depth  of  29  feet  through  the 
lake  approach  channel,  depths  of  19  to  28  feet  in  the  outer  harbor^ 
and  a  depth  of  27  feet  up  the  river  to  the  site  of  the  former  NeAv  York 
Central  SAving  bridge,  thence  23  feet  to  mile  5.8  in  CiHuhogn  Eiver, 
Avith  a  turning  basin  18  feet  deep  at  mile  4.8 ;  depths  of  27  and  21  feet 
in  Old  Eiver;  and  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  replacing  seven 
railroad  bridges  over  the  Cuyahoga  Eiver,  and  one  railroad  bridge  and 
one  higliAvay  bridge  over  Old  Eiver. 

Navigation  problem.. — Existing  project  depths  are  not  adequate  to 
permit  vessels  in  the  oversea  general  cargo  and  newsprint  coimnerce 
calling  at  terminals  in  the  east  basin  of  the  outer  harbor  section  to  load 
to  the  maxunum  safe  drafts  permitted  by  the  Great  Lakes  connecting 
chaimels  and  St.  LaAvrence  Seaway  projects. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  plan  A,  a  depth 
of  27  feet  in  an  area  extending  easterly  about  3,800  feet  from  the 
existing  28-foot  project  area  and  southerly  from  the  existing  main¬ 
tenance  line  on  the  north  to  a  limit  75  feet  north  of  the  harbor  line  oir 
the  south,  easterly  of  a  line  800  feet  east  of  the  west  end  of  the  east 
breakwater,  and  28  feet  Avesterly  of  the  line;  and  provide  for  plan  B, 
a  depth  of  25  feet  in  a  dock  approach  channel  to  the  Nicholson  Cleve¬ 
land  Terminal  Co.  pier,  from  the  25-foot  depth  contour  to  a  limit 
75  feet  noi’th  of  the  pierhead  line,  400  feet  wide  at  the  shoreward  end 
and  flared  toward  the  lake.  It  is  further  recommended  that;  when 
the  necessary  conditions  of  local  cooperation  for  either  plan  A  or 
plan  B  have  been  fulfilled,  construction  may  be  initiated  on  that  iilan, 
irrespective  of  the  status  of  local  cooperation  for  the  other  plan ;  the 
uncompleted  25-foot  channel  through  the  east  basin,  authorized  by  the 
Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3, 1958,  be  combined  with  the  additional 
Avork  recommended  herein  for  plan  A  and  treated  as  a  single  item  of 
woi’k ;  and  the  authority  for  dredging  to  19  feet  with  provisional 
dredging  to  23  feet  in  the  remaining  portion  of  the  east  basin  and  for 
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dredging  the  uncompleted  portion  of  the  channel  in  Cuyahoga  Kiver 
at  the  upstream  limit  of  the  Federal  project  be  eliminated  from  the 
project. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level,  November  1961). — 


Plan  A 

Plan  B 

Total 

$828,000 

100,000 

$60,000 

82,000 

$888,000 

182,000 

Total  . - . - . 

928, 000 

142,000 

1,070,000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Plan  A 

Plan  B 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

IVi  aintenance  dredging _ 

$31, 700 
15,000 

$4, 300 
2,000 

$26, 000 
17,000 

$2, 400 
5, 000 
300 

$3, 800 
2,500 

$6, 200 
7,500 
300 

Total _ _ _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings: 

46, 700 

6,300 

252,000 

53, 000 

7,700 

6,300 

14,000 

236, 000 
16.9 

4.8 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement ; 
when  and  where  necessary  dredge  the  areas  between  the  channel  limits 
and  terminal  facilities  commensurate  with  the  adjacent  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  depth;  provide  the  necessary  terminal  facilities  to  accommodate 
prospective  commerce  considered  in  the  report  of  the  district  engi¬ 
neer;  and  control  operations  of  the  Burke  Lakefront  Airport  to  per¬ 
mit  free  and  unrestricted  navigation  use  of  the  west  side  of  Lederer 
Terminal  and  terminals  westerly  therefi’om  and  of  the  Nicholson 
Cleveland  Terminal.  The  city  of  Cleveland  and  transportation  inter¬ 
ests  directly  concerned  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to 
meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comm.ents  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

GREAT  LAKES  II^ARBORS — INTERIM  RETORT  ON  CONNEAIJT  HARBOR,  OHIO 

(H.  Doc.  415,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — At  the  mouth  of  Conneaut  Eiver  on  the  south  shore  of 
Lake  Erie,  about  73  miles  northeast  of  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Kepre- 
sentatives  on  May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively.  It  is 
also  in  full  response  to  a  House  committee  resolution  adopted  April 
13,  1948,  and  in  partial  response  to  a  House  committee  resolution 
adopted  June  3, 1959. 
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E xisti/ng  'project. — Provides  in  general  for  two  breakwaters  totaling 
9,640  feet  in  length,  with  an  entrance  channel  600  feet  wide,  and  a 
gap  in  the  west  breakwater  100  feet  wide ;  an  east  pier  1,008  feet  long ; 
a  depth  of  25  feet  in  soft  and  26  feet  in  hard  material  in  the  eastern 
part  of  the  outer  harbor;  and  a  depth  of  20  feet  over  the  triangular 
western  part. 

Navigation  prohlem. — The  existing  channel  dimension  will  not  ac¬ 
commodate  existing  and  prospective  Great  Lakes  bulk  vessels;  there 
is  a  need  to  eliminate  dangerous  crosscurrents  in  the  outer  harbor ;  and 
there  is  a  need  for  an  outer  harbor  channel  for  commercial  fishing 
craft. 

Recommevded  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  in  general  for 
depths  of  28  to  29  feet  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  outer  harbor ;  depths 
of  22  to  23  feet  in  the  western  part  of  the  outer  harbor ;  depths  of  27 
to  28  feet  for  a  distance  of  2,450  feet  in  the  Conneaut  Eiver  with  width 
varying  from  300  to  180  feet ;  removal  of  the  east  pier  and  modifica¬ 
tions  of  the  southern  outer  harbor  limits ;  extension  of  the  east  break¬ 
water;  an  access  channel  8  feet  deep,  200  to  250  feet  wide  from  the 
outer  harbor  to  the  city  dock;  that  the  uncompleted  part  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  work  be  combined  with  work  recommended  and  be  treated  as 
a  single  improvement;  and  provides  further  that  the  work  may  be 
accomplished  on  the  main  harbor  or  the  city  dock  channel  inde¬ 
pendently  of  the  other. 

Estimated  cost  {price  lev  el.,  January  1961). — 


Main  harbor 

Channel  to 
city  dock 

Total 

■pfiflpral 

$6, 060, 000 
180,  000 

$119,000 

6,200 

$6, 179, 000 
18.5, 200 

Non-Federal _ _ _ ... _ _ _ 

6, 240, 000 

124, 200 

6, 364, 200 

Project  economics. — 


Main  harbor 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$231, 300 
52, 000 

$8, 400 
-12, 400 

$239, 700 
39,600 

Maintpriaripp  anti  oppration 

Tnt.al 

283, 300 

-4, 000 

279, 300 

Tritarpst,  and  amnrt,i7.afloTi 

Channel  to  city  dock 

$4, 400 
10, 200 

$300 

500 

$4,700 
10, 700 

Maintpnanop  and  npp.ration. 

Total 

14,600 

800 

15, 400 

Main  harbor 

Channel  to 
city  dock 

Annual  benefits: 

T)plav8  and  damapps  prpvpntnd 

$,54,000 
1,313, 000 

Savings  in  transportation _  .. 

Comrnercial  fishing _ 

$40,  400 

Total _ 

1,367,000 

40,400 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — Main  harbor,  4.9;  channel  to  city  dock,  2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide 
and  maintam  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  related 
project  areas;  and  accomplish  alterations  as  required.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


ERIE  HARBOR,  PA. 


(H.  Doc.  340,  87tli  Cong.) 


Location. — Erie  Harbor,  Pa.,  is  located  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Erie  about  78  miles  southwest  of  Butfalo,  N.Y.,  and  is  in  a  landlocked 
bay  formed  by  Presque  Isle  Peninsula  and  the  mainland. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Kepresentatives  on  May  18, 
1956,  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  piers 
and  a  breakwater  at  the  harbor  entrance ;  an  entrance  channel  29  feet 
deep ;  a  basin  and  channel  28  to  29  feet  deep  extending  within  50  feet 
of  the  harbor  line  opposite  the  iron  ore  dock;  two  basins,  one  21  feet 
deep  and  the  other  18  feet  deep ;  and  an  inner  channel  and  basin  23  feet 
deep.  Local  interests  constructed  part  of  an  original  breakwater  and 
have  provided  terminal  facilities,  access  channels,  and  slips  for  deep- 
draft  vessels. 

Navigation  problem. — Harbor  depths  are  inadequate  for  traffic  now 
using  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  and  Great  Lakes  connecting  channels. 

Recom'men.dcd  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  depth  of  27 
feet  in  soft  material  and  28  feet  in  hard  material  in  the  area  in  front 
of  the  Duquesne  INIarine  Terminal ;  and  further  provides  that  the  un¬ 
completed  part  of  the  work  authorized  in  1935  be  combined  with  the 
additional  work  recommended  herein  and  the  whole  be  treated  as  a 
single  work  item,  with  estimated  cost  of  $699,000  for  construction, 
including  $28,000  for  work  previously  authorized,  and  that  this  combi¬ 
nation  supersede  the  authorization  for  the  uncompleted  portion  of  the 
work  authorized  by  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1935. 

Estimated  cost  ( October  1960  price  level) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal. 


$671, 000 


Total -  071,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization 

$26,000 

$26,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration _ _ 

Total _ _ 

26,000 

26,000 

58,000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savinir.s 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  constniction  and  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ment;  anct  maintain  depths  in  the  bertlis  adjacent  to  the  Duquesne 
Marine  Terminal  and  in  the  connecting  waters,  thence  to  the  Federal 
project,  comparable  to  those  in  the  related  Federal  project  area.  Local 
niterests  haj^e  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  furnish  require¬ 
ments. 

Cmnments  of  the  State  ami  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

nTW.\LO  HARBOR,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  451,  87 th  Cong.) 

Location. — Buffalo  Harbor  is  located  at  the  eastern  end  of  Lake 
Erie. 

Hi/iAunty.— Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  May  18,  195G,  and  June  27,  195G,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  in  general  for  an  outer  harbor,  pro¬ 
tected  by  brealnvaters,  with  depths  ranging  from  23  to  28  feet  with 
two  entrance  channels  and  an  inner  harbor  consisting  of  Buffalo  Kiver 
and  Buffalo  ship  canal  with  depths  of  22  to  23  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  depths  are  not  commen¬ 
surate  with  depths  being  provided  in  the  Great  Lakes  connecting  chan¬ 
nels  and  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

R eco'inmended  plan  of  improvement. — Pro\’ides  in  general  for  deep¬ 
ening  the  outer  harbor  to  27  feet  over  a  500-foot  width  for  a  distance 
of  2,500  feet  northward  from  the  28-foot  project  area  with  varying 
widths  for  a  distance  of  1,700  feet  and  continuing  for  7,000  feet;  elim- 
nate  from  the  existing  project  the  strip  25  feet  wide  between  the 
presently  authorized  and  the  recommended  easterly  dredged  limits; 
elimination  of  the  easterly  50  feet  of  existing  project  extending  from 
the  proposed  27-foot  depth  area  to  the  Buffalo  River  entrance  channel ; 
and  that  the  uncompleted  authorized  work  (estimated  Federal  cost, 
$313,500)  be  combined  with  the  recommended  work  (estimated  Fed¬ 
eral  cost,  $2,796,500)  at  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $3,110,000. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J uly  1961) . — 

Federal - $2,796,500 

Non-Federal -  300,  OOO 


Total -  3,  096,  500 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

■Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$102. 100 
18, 100 

$10, 900 
1,500 

$11.3, 000 
19,600 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

120,200 

12,400 

132,  600 
211, 100 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings.. . . 

ft0048— 62- 


6 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
suitable  areas  for  initial  disposal  of  spoil,  and  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  re¬ 
taining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement; 
and,  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in 
berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  depth  provided  in  the  related 
project  area. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  N ew  Y ork ;  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

GREAT  SODUS  BAY  HARBOR,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  138,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor  is  in  Great  Sodus  Bay  on  the 
south  short  of  Lake  Ontario,  about  31  miles  east  of  Kochester,  N.Y., 
and  29  miles  west  of  Oswego,  N.Y. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  May  18, 1956,  and 
June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1940, 
provides  for  a  channel  22  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  the  lake  to 
the  outer  pierheads,  thence  20  feet  deep  and  200  to  300  feet  wide  to 
deep  water  in  the  bay.  T]\e-  project  includes  two  parallel  entrance 
piers  450  feet  apart,  and  two  breakwaters  inshore  of  the  piers.  The 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  August  30, 1935,  required  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Railroad  Co.  to  dredge  and  maintain  a  channel  20  feet  deep 
and  of  suitable  width  from  deep  water  in  the  bay  to  its  coal  shipping 
dock,  with  a  turning  basin  at  the  dock.  The  company  presently  main¬ 
tains  a  channel  21  feet  deep,  150  feet  wide,  and  about  one-half  mile 
long,  with  a  turning  basin  about  700  feet  wide. 

Navigation  prohlem,. — The  principal  navigation  problem  at  Gre-at 
Sodus  Bay  Harbor  is  lack  of  adequate  depth  to  permit  use  of  maxi¬ 
mum  draft  by  the  large  bulk  cargo  vessels  engaged  in  carrying  coal. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  modification  of 
the  existing  project  for  Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  N.Y.,  to  provide 
for  a  depth  of  25  feet  over  a  width  of  300  feet  in  the  approach  channel 
from  the  lake  to  the  piers ;  a  depth  of  24  feet  over  a  width  of  200  feet 
between  piers ;  thence  over  a  width  of  450  feet  to  deep  water  bay  ward 
of  the  piers ;  and  a  channel  22  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  from  deep 
water  in  the  bay  to  the  turning  basin  at  the  coal  dock. 
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Estimated  cost  (/ uly  1959  price  level) . — 

Federal _  $765,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  314,  000 


Total _  1,079,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$29, 500 
16, 300 

$14, 700 

0 

$44,200 

16,300 

Increased  maintenance _ _ 

45, 800 

14, 700 

60,500 

198,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

LocclI  cooperation. — Provided  that  prior  to  construction,  local  in¬ 
terests  agree  to  {a)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvements; 
(6)  provide  and  mamtain  a  turning  basin  at  thhe  coal  dock,  22  feet 
deep  and  generally  800  feet  wide;  (c)  provide  and  maintain  a  depth 
of  22  feet  over  a  width  of  75  feet  in  the  berthing  areas  at  the  coal 
dock;  and  {d)  provide  adequate  coal  handling  facilities  as  needed  to 
serve  the  prospective  coal  commerce.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  provide  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  New  York :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

OSWEGO  HARBOR,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  471,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Oswego  Harbor,  N.Y.,  is  near  the  easterly  end  of  the 
south  shore  of  Lake  Ontario  at  the  mouth  of  Oswego  Kiver. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  on  May  18, 
1956  and  June  27, 1956,  respectively. 

Existing  proiect.—AAi^  existing  Federal  project  for  Oswego  Harbor 
generally  provides  for  an  outer  harbor  formed  by  a  system  of  break¬ 
waters  comprising  an  outer  west  breakwater  connected  with  the  shore, 
a  west  arrowhead  breakwater,  an  east  arrowhead  breakwater,  and  an 
outer  east  breakwater  connected  with  the  shore ;  a  depth  of  21  feet  in 
soft  material  and  22  feet  in  hard  material  in  the  outer  harbor  between 
the  arrowhead  breakwaters,  in  the  west  outer  harbor,  and  between  the 
harbor  lines  in  the  Oswego  River  north  of  the  north  line  of  Seneca 
Street ;  a  channel  250  feet  wide  in  the  east  outer  harbor  and  an  irregu¬ 
larly  shaped  basin  at  the  easterly  end,  with  depths  of  18  feet  in  soft 
material  and  19  feet  in  hard  material ;  maintenance  of  145  feet  of  the 
west  inner  breakwater;  and  a  detached  breakwater  850  feet  long  at 
the  harbor  entrance  and  the  removal  of  shoals  to  a  depth  of  25  feet 
below  low-water  datum  in  the  approach  to  the  entrance.  Two  project 
features  have  been  designated  as  inactive — the  east  outer  harbor  and 
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Ihe  triangulai’  section  along  the  harbor  line  east  of  the  Oswego  River. 

N avigation  jyrohlem. — Existing  project  depths  are  inadequate  to 
accommodate  vessels  capable  of  utilizing  the  depths  in  the  Gi“eat 
Lakes  connecting  channels  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Recommended  'plan  of  wiprovement. — Provide  for  a  depth  of  27 
feet  in  the  lake  approach  channel  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Ontario  to 
the  entrance  gap  in  the  existing  arrowhead  breakwatei-s :  a  depth  of 
25  feet  in  a  channel  generally  800  feet  wide  through  the  outer  harbor 
from  the  entrance  gap  terminating  in  a  turning  basin  alxmt  750  feet 
by  1,100  feet  in  size  at  the  mouth  of  Oswego  River  with  a  depth  of 
25  feet;  a  depth  of  24  feet  in  earth  and  25  feet  in  hard  material  in  a 
channel  in  Oswego  River  from  the  turning  basin  to  the  iqrstream  end 
of  the  Port,  of  Oswego  Authority’s  east  side  terminal,  a  distance  of 
about  1,600  feet,  the  limits  of  the  channel  to  be  parallel  to  and  50  feet 
channelward  of  the  established  U.S.  harbor  lines;  relocation  of  the 
Federal  project  limits  in  Oswego  River  between  the  upstream  end  of 
the  Port  of  Oswego  Authoi-ity’s  east  side  tei-minal  and  the  upstream 
limit  of  the  Federal  project,  at  the  north  line  of  West  Seneca  Street, 
on  lines  parallel  to  and  50  feet  channelward  of  the  established  U.S. 
harbor  lines;  elimination  from  the  Federal  project  of  mauitenance 
of  the  west  inner  breakwater;  and  elimination  from  the  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  of  the  modification  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
June  30,  1948,  consisting  of  the  construction  of  an  outer  east,  break¬ 
water  4,900  feet  long,  removal  of  about  1,020  feet  of  the  shoreward 
end  of  the  existing  east  breakwater,  provision  of  a  channel  generally 
250  feet  wide  with  an  irregularly  shaped  basin  at  its  easterly  end  with 
depths  of  18  feet  in  soft  material  and  19  feet  in  liard  material. 


Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Novemher  1961 ) . — Federal,  $1,180,000. 
Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges :  Federal 

Interest  anti  Amortization _ $44^  200 

Maintenance  Dredging _  4' 000 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids _  ’  500 


Total -  4S,  700 

Annual  benefits :  Transportation  savings _  00.  800 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  the  necessary  tenninal  and  cargo 
handling  facilities  to  accommodate  vessels  engaged  in  traffic  in  alumi¬ 
num  and  general  cargo;  tvhen  and  where  neces.sary.  dredge  and  main¬ 
tain  the  areas  between  the  Federal  improvement  and  terminal  facilities 
to  adequate  depths;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
claims  for  damatres  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
nnprovement.  The  Port  of  Oswego  Authority  has  indicated  its  will¬ 
ingness  to  comply  with  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

C ommrnts  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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DANA  POINT  harbor,  CALIF. 

(FI.  Doc.  532,  87 th  Cong.) 

Location. — Dana  Point,  Calif.,  is  on  the  coast  in  southern  Orange 
County.  It  is  about  40  miles  southeast  of  Los  Angeles-Long  Beach 
Harbor  and  about  60  miles  northwest  of  San  Diego  "Harbor.  The  site 
of  the  considered  harbor  is  in  a  sheltered  cove  in  the  lee  of  Dana  Point, 
a  precipitous  promontory  about  220  feet  high. 

Authority. — Public  Law  14,  79th  Congress,  approved  March  2, 1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Dana 
Point.  Since  1956,  local  interests  have  provided  a  paved  access  road, 
about  two  acres  of  filled  land  protected  from  wave  action  by  stone 
revetment,  a  300-foot  long  concrete  pile-trestle  pier,  and  public  facili¬ 
ties,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $350,000. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  state  that  small  craft  harbor 
is  needed  in  the  area,  not  only  for  pleasure  boating  but  also  as  a  refuge 
for  small  craft  during  bad  weather. 

Recmnmended  plan  of  improvement. — An  entrance  channel  500  feet 
wide,  2,000  feet  long,  and  20  to  15  feet  deep ;  a  main  channel  400  feet 
wide,  3,250  feet  long,  and  15  to  10  feet  deep ;  an  east  channel  250  feet 
wide,  about  700  feet  long,  and  10  feet  deep ;  an  anchorage  area  350  feet 
wide,  about  600  feet  long  and  10  feet  deep ;  a  turning  basin  450  feet 
wide,  500  feet  long,  and  10  feet  deep ;  a  west  breakwater  5,400  feet  long ; 
and  an  east  breakwater  2,340  feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal _ ^  $3,  730,  000 

Non- Federal -  ^  3,  730,  000 

Total _  7,  460,  000 

1  Excludes  .$30,000  for  preauthorizatloii  studies  and  $24,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 

“  Cash  contribution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$138,000 

60,000 

$174, 000 

$312, 000 
60,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

198, 000 

174, 000 

372, 000 

856, 000 
4, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ _ _ _ _ 

Sport  fishing _ ,■ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total. _ _ _ _ 

860, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities;  provide  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  subse¬ 
quent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  provide  and  maintain  ade¬ 
quate  seiwice  frontage  and  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facil¬ 
ities,  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  and  access  roads,  park¬ 
ing  areas,  and  other  nece.ssary  public-use  shore  facilities;  the  first 
phase  of  development  to  be  completed  within  5  years,  and  full  develop¬ 
ment  within  15  years,  after  completion  of  the  general  navigation  facil- 
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ities ;  operate  a  general  anchorage  area  and/or  mooring  facilities  hav¬ 
ing  reserved  spaces  adequate  for  accommodation  of  transient  boat 
traffic  and  for  refuge;  secure  and  hold  in  the  public  interest  all  lands 
bordering  the  development  to  a  width  sufficient  for  proper  functioning 
of  the  harbor.  Orange  County  Board  of  Supervisors  has  indicated 
Avillingness  to  provide  the  necessary  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  Agencies: 

DeiDartment  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No  objections. 

SANTA  BARBARA  HARBOR,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  518,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbor  is  on  the  coast  of  southern  California  about 
90  miles  northwest  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors 
and  House  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  March  19,  1946,  and 
June  11,  1952,  res]3ectively. 

Existing  fro  feet. — Federal  participation  in  existing  project  con¬ 
sists  of  $30,000  annual  contribution  toward  operation  of  sand-inter¬ 
cepting  plant.  Local  interests  maintain  an  existing  harbor  compris¬ 
ing  about  84  acres  to  depths  varying  from  zero  to  21  feet,  and  a  1,500 
foot  long  entrance  channel  to  at  least  15  feet  deep. 

N avigation  frohlem. — Present  harbor  inadequate  and  unsafe  for 
operation  of  increasing  number  of  boats. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Construction  of  4,600  feet  of 
additional  breakwater ;  a  1,200  feet  by  400  feet  wide  entrance  channel, 
20  feet  deep ;  a  turning  basin  1,000  feet  by  500  feet,  20  feet  deep;  three 
channels  totaling  2,600  feet  in  length  and  15  feet  deep;  and  an  an¬ 
chorage  area. 

Estimated  cost  {July  1961  frice  level). — 

Federal _ ^  $3,  000,  000 

Non -Federal -  ^  2, 900,  000 

Total -  5,  900,  000 

^Excludes  $39,700  for  preauthorizatlon  studies,  and  $37,000  for  aids  to  navigation. 

“  Includes  $2,890,000  cash  conti-ibution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$111,000 

1  89,000 
1,000 

$135,000 

$246, 000 
89,000 
1,000 

M  aintenance  and  operation _ 

Navigation  aids _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

201,000 

*135, 000 

336,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational _  .  .  . 

838,300 

19,000 

5,200 

Commercial  fishing _ _ _ 

Elimination  of  boat  damage _ _ _ 

Total. . . . . . 

862,500 

>  In  addition  to  $30,000  under  existing  project. 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Contribute  in  cash  49  percent  of  the  first 
cost  of  the  general  navigation  facilities,  such  contribution,  presently 
estimated  at  $2,890,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation 
of  constniction ;  (&)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  including  suitable  areas  for  ini¬ 
tial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining 
works;  (c)  repair  and  seal  the  existing  west  breakwater  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  plans  apjiroved  by  the  district  engineer,  and  subsequent 
thereto  transfer  ownership  of  the  bi'eakwater  to  the  United  States; 
((f)  remove  a  portion  of  the  Steams  wharf  and  make  such  other  al¬ 
terations  or  relocations  as  may  be  required  for  the  navigation  im¬ 
provements;  (e)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages;  (/)  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including  a  public  landing 
with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  plans  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  first  phase 
of  development  to  be  completed  within  5  years  after  completion  of 
the  general  navigation  facilities  and  full  development  to  be  completed 
within  15  years;  (y)  provide  or  arrange  for  suitable  marine  repair 
facilities;  (h)  secure  and  hold  in  the  public  interest  all  lands  bor¬ 
dering  the  development  to  a  width  sufficient  for  proper  functioning 
at  the  harbor;  (i)  construct  at  their  own  expense  the  sand  fillet  east 
of  the  harbor  concurrently  with  construction  of  the  east  breakwater 
to  assure  continued  replenishment  of  beach  sands  to  the  downdrift 
beaches;  and  (j)  bear  any  additional  costs  for  replenishment  of  beach 
sand  east  of  the  harbor  over  the  cost  of  maintenance  dredging  re¬ 
quired  for  the  general  navigation  features.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  aClif ornia :  F a vorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

OAKLAND  HARBOR,  CALIF.,  FRUITVALE  AVENUE  BRIDGE 
(S.  Doc.  75,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Oakland  Harbor  is  located  on  the  east  shore  of  San 
Francisco  Bay,  opposite  the  Golden  Gate  passage  to  the  Pacific  Ocean. 
This  report  considers  a  highway  and  a  railroad  bridge  at  Fruitvale 
Avenue. 

Authority. — Eesolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  May  12, 1950. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  pro¬ 
vides  jn  general  for  a  total  channel  length  of  8)/2  miles  from  San 
Francisco  Bay  to  San  Leandro  Bay,  varying  in  width  from  800  feet 
to  275  feet  and  varying  in  depth  from  35  fe-et  to  25  feet.  The  proj¬ 
ect  is  complete  except  for  deepening  the  tidal  canal  above  the  Park 
Street  Bridge  to  25  feet. 

Problem. — To  determine  whether  the  Federal  Government  should 
replace  the  present  federally  owned  two-lane  Fruitvale  highway 
bridge  with  a  modern  bridge  adequate  for  the  authorized  25-foot 
navigation  project  in  the  tidal  canal. 
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Recommended  flan  of  improvements. — Modification  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  project  for  Oakland  Harbor,  Calif.,  to  provide  for  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  reconstruction  of  the  highway  bridge  across  the 
tidal  canal  at  Fruitvale  xV, venue  to  the  extent  of  providing  a  two-lane, 
movable  bridge  adecpiate  for  the  authorized  25-foot  navigation 
project. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1959). — 

Federal - .?!,  im,  000 

Non-Federal -  695,  000 

Total -  2,  44.5,  000 

Justification. — It  is  considered  that  the  Federal  Government  should 
share  in  the  cost  of  replacing  the  highway  bridge  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  the  United  States  will  be  required  to  replace  the  ex¬ 
isting  bridge  in  the  near  future  or  continue  to  spend  exceedingly 
high  amounts  for  maintenance.  The  recommendations  are  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  equitable  under  present  Federal  policy  in  regard  to  re¬ 
placement  of  bridges  over  navigable  waterways,  and  proposed  im¬ 
provements  of  existing  waterways. 

Local  cooperation. — Provided  local  interests  {a)  construct  the  ap¬ 
proaches;  ( j)  make  the  necessary  utility  changes;  and  (c)  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction,  take  over  the  railroad  and  highway  bi-idges 
and  their  approaches  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  subsequent  re¬ 
placement  in  accordance  with  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army.  Local  interests  are  unwilling  to  cooperate  on  this  basis. 

Cmnments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Dejiartment  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  California. — The  department  of  water  resources  indicates 
that  the  State  of  California  is  not  involved  in  the  financing  of  the 
proposed  project  since  no  flood  control  is  involved.  The  district  at¬ 
torney  of  Alameda  County,  however,  feels,  that  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  impose  undue  burdens  on  the  local  people. 
The  county  questions  the  equity  of  the  requireemnts  that  local  in¬ 
terests  make  the  necessary  utility  changes  and  take  over  the  railroad 
and  highway  bridges  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  subsequent  re¬ 
placement. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Although  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  notes  that  local  interests  are  unwilling  to  cooperate  on  the 
basis  recommended  by  the  xVcting  Chief  of  Engineers,  it  concurs  in 
his  view  that  local  interests  should  have  the  opportunity  to  resolve 
the  problem  of  the  Fruitvale  Avenue  Bridge  at  such  time  as  they  are 
willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  states  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report  to  the  Congress. 

OAKLAND  HARBOR,  CAI.IF. 

(H.  Doc.  .3.53,  87th  Cong.) 

Jjocation. — Oakland  Harbor  is  on  the  eastern  side  of  San  Francisco 
Bay,  about  9  miles  from  the  Golden  Gate. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955. 
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Existing  project.— Y\\q  existing  Federal  project  for  Oakland  Harbor 
provides  for:  a,^  channel  35  feet  deep  and  600  to  950  feet  wide  from 
deep  water  in  San  Francisco  Bay  to  the  Armv  base  in  the  outer  har¬ 
bor,  including  a  turning  basin ;  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  275  to  800 
feet  wide  through  the  inner  harbor  and  Brooklyn  Basin  to  Park 
Street  on  the  tidal  canal,  thence  25  feet  deeji  and  275  feet  wide  to 
San  Leandro  Bay,  plus  certain  widened  areas  and  a  turning  basin 
30  feet  deep  a  channel  25  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  at  the  north 
end  of  Brooklyn  Basin;  parallel  jetties  at  the  inner  harbor  entrance. 
The  project  is  complete  except  for  deepening  the  tidal  canal  above 
Park  Street  from  18  to  25  feet. 

Under  existing  conditions  vessels  with  drafts  of  28  to 
34  feet  cannot  operate  in  the  inner  harbor  at  all  tidal  stages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  to  provide  for  a  depth  of  35  feet  in  the  existing  inner  harbor 
channels  and  tidal  canal  to  Park  Street,  including  the  triangular  area 
and  turning  basin  in  the  Brooklyn  Basin,  and  the  widened  areas  ex¬ 
cept  that,  in  front  of  the  Grove  and  Market  Street  piers,  the  35-foot 
depth  would  extend  only  to  within  75  feet  of  the  pierhead  line;  and  a 
depth  of  35  feet  in  the  north  channel  of  Brooklvn  Basin  for  a  distance 
of  1,300  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961)}— 

Federal - $6,775,000 

Nonfederal -  200,  000 

Total -  7_  975,000 

See  Remarks. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... . 

$207, 700 
28, 000 

$54, 700 
18, 000 

$262, 400 
46, 000 

Maintenance _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

235, 700 

72, 700 

308, 400 
560,000 

Annual  benefits;  Savings  in  vessel  operating  costs _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Locad  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  improvement;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  to  wharves,  piers,  tubes,  and  other  marine  and  subma¬ 
rine  structures  due  to  initial  dredging  and  subsequent  maintenance; 
accomplish  without  expense  to  the  United  Stat.es  alterations  as  may  be 
required  in  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage,  and  other  utility  facilities; 
provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and 
transfer  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  and  deepen  and  main¬ 
tain  slips  and  berths  when  and  as  required ;  and  provided  further  that, 
if  it  is  determined  in  detailed  studies  that  spoil  disposal  areas  are 
needed,  local  intei-ests  agree  to  furnish,  upon  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  and  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  the  required  spoil 
disposal  areas  including  necessary  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
for  the  initial  dredging  and  subsequent  maintenance.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — At  the  time  the  Oakland  Harbor  report  was  being  pre¬ 
pared  it  was  considered  desirable  to  dispose  of  dredge  spoil  in  deep 
water  in  San  Francisco  Bay  just  west  of  Yerba  Buena  Island.  How¬ 
ever,  studies  being  made  at  the  time  have  been  comjileted  and  reveal 
the  undesirability  of  using  San  Francisco  Bay  and  tributary  waters 
as  disposal  areas  for  dredge  spoils.  Accordingly,  local  interests  will 
be  required  to  provide  onshore  disposal  areas.  The  current  cost  esti¬ 
mates  are  ba.sed  on  July  1961  prices,  use  of  pipeline  dredge,  and  on¬ 
shore  disposal  of  spoil,  and  are  in  lieu  of  the  previous  Fecleral  and 
local  costs  of  $4,716,000  and  $224,000,  respectively,  based  on  November 
1958  prices. 

NOYO  RIVER  AND  HARBOR,  CALIF. 

(S.  Doc.  121,87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Noyo  River  flows  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  140  miles 
north  of  San  Francisco,  Calif.  The  cove  at  the  mouth  of  the  river 
forms  Noyo  Harbor  with  depths  ranging  up  to  50  feet. 

Authonty. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  September  7, 1961. 

Existing  project.— Axv  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  south 
breakwater  1,100  feet  long  at  the  harbor  entrance,  two  jetties  at  the 
entrance  to  Noyo  River,  a  10-foot  deep  channel,  100  and  150  feet  wide 
and  0.7  mile  long  and  a  mooring  basin  10  feet  deep  at  the  upper  end 
of  the  channel.  The  breakwater,  upper  400  feet  of  channel,  and  the 
mooring  basin  have  not  been  constructed. 

Navigation  prohlem. — Local  interests  desire  additional  breakwaters 
to  reduce  wave  action  in  the  harbor,  and  a  30-foot  channel,  anchorage 
and  turning  basin  to  permit  commercial  shipping  of  lumber  and 
petroleum  products. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  breakwa¬ 
ter  500  feet  long  at  the  north  entrance  to  the  harbor  in  addition  to  the 
authorized  1,100-foot  breakwater.  This  would  provide  a  protected 
harbor  with  adequate  depth  to  allow  use  by  oceangoing  lumber  barges 
and  deep-draft  vessels. 
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E sthnated cost  {1962 'pricelevel) 

Federal - $13^  231,  000 

Non-Federal _  1 337^  000 

Total - 2 13,  508,  OOO 

^  Includes  $325,000  cash  contribution. 

‘  Includes  cost  of  both  recommended  and  authorized  breakwaters. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$396, 000 
133, 000 
3,000 

$16,000 

$411,000 
133, 000 
3,000 

Maintenance  and  oneration 

Maintenance  navigation  aids _  _ 

Total . . 

532,000 

15,000 

547, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

357,000 
78, 000 
35,000 
113, 000 

Commercial  fishing _ 

Recreational  fishing  and  boating _ 

Area  redevelopment  benefits _ 

Total _ 

583,000 

BcTiefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  2.4  percent  of  construction 
cost;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  and  provide  adequate  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities ;  such  facilities  to  be  constructed  prior  to  or  con¬ 
currently  with  the  breakwaters.  Local  interests  are  interested  in  co¬ 
operating  in  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable.  The  Area  Kedevelop- 
ment  Administration  advises  that  this  project  is  extremely  impor¬ 
tant  to  the  overall  economic  development  of  Mendocino  County. 
Construction  of  the  project  would  lead  to  substantial  employment 
in  the  lumber,  fishing,  and  fish-processing  industries.  Substantial 
imemployment  now  existing  in  Mendocino  County  adds  an 
urgency  to  the  need  for  the  project. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Subject  to  consideration 
of  the  following  comments  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report.  The  Bureau  would  expect  that  if  the  project  is  author¬ 
ized,  the  corps  would,  prior  to  any  request  for  appropriation,  re¬ 
evaluate  the  economic  justification  based  upon  the  appropriate  interest 
rate  at  that  time  and  reflecting  further  consideration  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  economic  life  of  its  various  facilities. 
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COLUMBIA  AND  LOWER  AVILLAMETTE  RIA-ERS,  OREO.  AND  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  203,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tlie  Columbia  RiAT.r  rises  in  British  Columbia,  enters 
the  United  States  in  northeasteni  Washington,  Hoaa’s  southerly  to  its 
confluence  with  the  Snake  Eiver,  thence  westerly  along  the  Oregon- 
Washington  boundary  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  reach  of  the  Colum¬ 
bia  Kiver  under  consideration  in  this  report  extends  from  the  mouth 
of  the  Willamette  River  upstream  4.5  miles  to  Vancouver,  Wash.,  106 
river  miles  from  the  sea. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works 
Committees  adopted  March  14,  1957,  and  April  9,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet 
Avide  from  the  mouth  of  Columbia  River  to  Portland,  Oreg.,  a  distance- 
of  113  miles;  and  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  the 
mouth  of  Willamette  RiATr  to  Vancouver,  Wash.,  a  distance  of  5  miles, 
with  tAvo  turning  basins  30  feet  deep  and  800  feet  A\dde,  and  approxi¬ 
mately  2,000  and  3,000  feet  long  for  the  upper  and  Ioaate  basins,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  project  has  been  completed. 

Navigation  pro&Ze-?/?/.— Inadequate  channel  depth  and  Avidth  for 
A'essels  now  using  the  AvaterAvay  betAveen  the  mouth  of  Willamette 
River  and  Vancouver.  Groundings  and  damage  to  ships  have  been 
preAmnted  by  light  loading  and,  during  Ioav  river  stages,  running  the. 
tides. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Provides  for  a  channel  in  the 
Columbia  River  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet  Avide  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Willamette  River  to  the  interstate  bridge  at  Vancouver,  Wash.,  with 
two  turning  basins  35  feet  deep,  800  feet  Avide,  and  2,000  and  5,000  feet 
long  for  the  upper  and  loAver  basins,  respectively. 

Estimated  cost  {fourth  quarter  price  level  of  1959) . — 

Federal _ $492,  500" 

Non-Federal _  17, 900 

Total _  510,  400 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$17, 660 
48, 000 

.$840 

0 

$18, 500 
48,000 

Maintenance _ 

Total _  _ _ _ 

65, 660 

840 

66, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings  _ _ 

159, 770 
12, 000 

Land  enhancement..! _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

171,770 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  3.5  percent  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $17,900  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  ;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-Avay  including 
spoil  disposal  areas;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  ai'eas 
and  local  access  channels  commensurate  Avirh  project  depths:  hold 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  87 


nnd  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain 
public  tenninal  facilities  o})en  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favoraable. 

State  of  Oregon :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

COLUMBIA  AND  LOWER  WILLAIMETI'E  RIVERS  BELOW  VANCOUVER,  WASH., 

AND  PORTLAND,  OREG. 

( H.  Doo.  4~>2,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Columbia  liiver  rises  in  British  Columbia,  enters 
the  United  States  in  northeastern  Washinglon,  flows  southerly  to  its 
confluence  with  the  Snake  Riv^er,  thence  westerly  along  the  Oregon- 
IFashington  boundary  to  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  March  14,  1057, 
and  April  9, 1957,  respectively. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  project  for  the  Columbia  and  lower 
Willamette  Rivers  provides  for  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  500  feet 
wide  in  the  Columbia  River  from  about  river  mile  3  to  the  mouth  of 
IVibamette  River,  mile  101.5,  thence  30  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide 
to  Vancouver,  river  mile  100.5;  upper  and  lower  turning  basins  at 
Vancouver:  a  channel  in  the  'Willamette  River  35  feet  deep  from  the 
mouth  to  Portland,  a  distance  of  about  11.6  miles;  numerous  side 
channels  and  connecting  waterways;  a  small-boat  mooring  basin  at 
Astoria;  and  construction  of  stone  and  pile  dikes  and  revetments. 
Local  interests  hav’e  provided  channel  improvements  and  maintenance 
in  addition  to  port  facilities.  Several  power  and  navigation  dams 
upstream  from  Vancouver  have  been  built  by  the  Federal  Goveni- 
ment.  Others,  either  under  construction  or  authorized,  will  provide 
slackwater  navigation  on  the  Columbia  River  to  Pasco-Kennewick, 
Wash.,  river  mile  329,  and  on  the  Snake  River  to  Lewiston,  Idaho, 
river  mile  140. 

Navigation  problem. — With  the  present  trend  to  use  of  larger  ships, 
increased  operating  costs  will  be  incurred  through  delays,  light  load¬ 
ing,  and  possible  ship  damage.  The  existing  project  dimensions  re¬ 
strict  the  use  of  larger  ships  and  eventually  will  limit  the  commerce 
carried  by  the  waterway. 

Recommended,  plan,  of  improvement. —  (a)  A  channel  40  feet  deep 
and  600  feet  wide  from  Vancouver,  "Wash.,  river  mile  105.5,  to  the 
mouth  of  Columbia  River,  river  mile  3;  ib')  a  turning  basin  at  Van¬ 
couver,  Wash.,  40  feet  deep,  800  feet  wide,  and  about  5,000  feet  long; 
(c)  a  tuniing  basin  at  Longview,  Wash.,  40  feet  deep,  average  width 
of  1,200  feet,  and  about  6,000  feet  long;  and  {d)  a  channel  40  feet 
deep  in  Willamette  River  with  vaiying  widths  of  600  to  1,900  feet, 
from  tho  mouth,  river  mile  0,  to  Broadway  Bridge,  river  mile  11.6 
which  encompasses  the  Portland  Harbor  area;  with  the  provision 
that  accomplisliment  of  that  portion  of  the  plan  contained  in  items 
(a)  and  (5)  be  contingent  upon  accomplishment  of  improvements  in 
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these  areas  recommended  in  interim  report  on  Columbia  River  dated 
March  31, 1961. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal _ 100,  000 

Non-Federal _  ^  419,  000 

Total _  20,  519, 000 

^  Cash  contribution. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$733,000 
775, 000 

$23,000 

$756,000 

775,000 

Total  . . . 

1,608,000 

23,000 

1, 631,000 

Annual  benefits: 

2, 322, 000 
7,800 
-99,400 
84,800 

Tntjil  . . . 

2, 315, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project 
and  of  aids  to  navigation ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages ;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  ter¬ 
minal  and  transfer  facilities;  accomplish  such  alterations  as  are  re¬ 
quired  in  utility  facilities ;  assist  in  the  work  of  im]>roving  and  main¬ 
taining  the  main  ship  channel  in  Columbia  and  Willamette  Rivers; 
provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  chan¬ 
nels  servdng  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  deptlis  provided  in 
the  related  project  areas;  and  contribute  in  cash  1.8  percent  of  the  cost 
of  construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  provide  required  cooperation. 

Gom,ments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture ;  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Washingt.on :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau,  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

TACDMA  HARBOR,  PORT  INDUSTRIAL  AND  HYLEBOS  WATERWAYS,  WASH. 

(S.  Doc.  104,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Tacoma  Harbor  is  in  west-central  Washington  at  the 
head  of  Coimnencement  Bay,  a  southeasterly  arm  of  Puget  Sound,  and 
is  about  26  nautical  miles  south  of  Seattle. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  May  27, 1955. 

Existing  project. — Cily,  Port  Industrial,  and  Hylebos  Waterways, 
as  well  as  two  training  walls  at  the  mouth  of  Puyallup  Waterway,  are 
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the  features  of  the  existing  F ederal  project  for  Tacoma  Harbor.  City 
Waterway  has  a  depth  of  29  feet  in  the  outer  portion  and  depths  of  22 
feet  and  19  feet  in  the  inner  portion,  and  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos 
Waterways  are  30  feet  deep. 

Navigation  prohlem. — Development  of  lands,  navigation  channels, 
and  related  facilities  are  needed  for  the  continued  growth  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  Avater-oriented  industry  in  the  Tacoma  Harbor  area.  There 
is  an  urgent  need  for  waterfront  industrial  sites  in  the  Puget  Sound 
area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of;  Port  In¬ 
dustrial  Waterway  by  extending  it  about  3,900  feet  at  a  width  of  300 
feet,  and  providing  a  turning  basin  beyond  the  inner  end  1,200  feet 
wide,  all  at  a  depth  of  35  feet  below  mean  lower  low  water ;  reducing 
the  width  of  the  existing  channed  to  600  feet  and  deepening  to  35 
feet  between  Lincoln  Avenue  and  East  11th  Street;  and  reducing 
the  width  of  the  existing  channel  to  650  feet  and  deepening  to  35  feet 
over  a  width  of  300  feet  from  East  llth  Street  to  the  bay ;  and  Hylebos 
Waterway  by  extending  it  about  2,000  feet  at  a  width  of  200  feet, 
and  providing  a  turning  basin  beyond  the  inner  end  770  feet  wide; 
increasing  the  width  of  the  existing  channel  to  200  feet ;  reducing  the 
authorized  width  of  the  existing  turning  basin  to  510  feet  inclusive 
of  the  width  of  the  existing  channel ;  all  at  the  existing  project  depth 
of  30  feet  below  mean  lower  low  water. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal _ $2,460,000 

Non-Federal _ ^  2, 159,  000 

1  Includes  $921,000  cash  contribution. 

Total _  4,  619,  000 


Project  economics.-— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$91,000 

8, 000 

$133, 000 
5,000 

$224, 000 
13,000 

99,000 

138, 000 

237, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

164, 400 
185, 000 

349, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5  (Port  Industrial  Waterway  has  a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  1.3;  Hylebos  Waterway  a  ratio  of  2.3.) 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities;  proidde  and 
mamtain  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  the  channel 
depths;  accomplish  alteration  of  utilities  as  required;  restrict  the 
sale  of  waterfront  sites  along  channels  to  firms  requiring  Avater  trans¬ 
portation;  and  contribute  in  cash  or  equivalent  work  29.5  and  19.5 
percent,  respectiATly,  of  the  first  cost  of  constiTiction  for  the  Port 
Industrial  and  Hylebos  Waterways  improvements,  presently  esti- 
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mated  at  a  total  of  $921,^)00.  Port  of  Tacoma  officials  have  indicated 
a  willingness  to  i^n-ovide  the  necessary  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection. 

KINGSTON  HARBOR,  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  417,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  west  side  of  Pnget  Sound  about  9  miles  northwest 
of  Seattle,  Wash. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30, 19f)5. 

Existing  froject. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  navigation  at 
Kingston  Ifarbor.  In  1953  the  Port  Commission  of  Kingston  com¬ 
pleted  a  feriy  terminal  Avhich  involved  dredging  an  adjacent  area  of 
about  4  acres  to  a  depth  of  10  feet  to  obtain  fill  material.  This  area, 
together  with  a  locally  constructed  wharf  and  float,  provides  tem¬ 
porary  accommodations  for  transient  small  craft. 

N avigation  'problem. — Small  craft  are  subject  to  damage  from 
easterly  storms  and  additional  anchorage  area  for  refuge  is  needed 
for  recreational  and  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  break- 
wafer,  1,040  feet  long  and  dredging  an  entrance  channel  12  feet  deep 
and  80  to  120  feet  wide  from  deep  water  around  the  southerly  end 
of  the  breakwater  to  the  locally  dredged  boat  basin. 

Estimated  cost  {March  1961  price  level). — 

Federal - $428,  000 

Non-Federal _ '  195,  000 


Total _ _ _  623, 000 

'  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $193,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$16,600 

5,000 

300 

$11,500 

$28, 100 
5,000 
300 

Maintenance  _  .  . 

Navigation  aids _ _ _ _ _ 

Total.. . . . . . 

21,900 

11,500 

33,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating . . . . . 

26,600 

15,800 

Commercial  fishing . . . . . . 

Total . . 

42,400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — -1.3. 

T.ocal  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  31  percent  of  construction 
cost  of  the  breakwater  and  channel,  such  contribution  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $193,000,  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  construction;  provide  all 
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lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  spoil  disposal  areas; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  adequate  public  landing  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
provide  access  roads  and  parking  areas;  make  necessary  utility  reloca¬ 
tions.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingiiess  to  furnish  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

SWINOMISII  CHANNEL,  WASH. 

Location. — Swinomish  Chaimel  (formerly  Swinomish  Slough)  is 
a  narrow  tidal  channel  connecting  Padilla  Bay  and  Saratoga  Passage, 
and  separating  Fidalgo  Island  from  the  mainland  of  northwestern 
Washington.  It  affords  an  inside  passage  between  Puget  Sound  ports 
on  the  south  and  Billingham  and  other  ports  on  the  north. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  May  18,  1957, 
and  Febmary  20, 1951,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  chan¬ 
nel  100  feet  wide  and  12  feet  deep  from  Saratoga  Passage  to  Padilla 
Bay,  a  distance  of  11  miles.  Local  interests  have  provided  terminal 
facilities  and  berthing  areas. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  channel  is  considered  unsafe  due 
to  lack  of  16  feet  depth,  crooked  alinement,  and  reefs.  Bank  erosion 
is  threatening  dikes  protecting  valuable  farmlands.  A  small  boat 
harbor  is  needed  for  moorage  for  I'ecreational  and  other  craft  and  as  a 
harbor  of  refuge. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improve  the  passage  through 
the  “Hole-in-the-Wall”  by  removing  to  a  depth  of  12  feet  the  sub¬ 
merged  points  projecting  from  Fidalgo  and  McGlinn  Islands,  and 
removing  part  of  McGlinn  Island  to  an  elevation  of  12  feet  above  mean 
lower  low  water  to  improve  sight  distance. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal _ $887,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  000 

Total _  888,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.., _ _ _ - _ 

$32,900 

(■) 

$32,900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ 

32,  900 

32, 990 

Annual  benefits: 

Saving  in  operational  cost  of  tugs _ _ _ 

16, 100 
7, 400 
10,700 
9,600 

Reduction  in  vessel  and  raft  damage _ 

Total _ 

43,800 

I  Negligible. 

00048—62 - 7 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
and  suitable  spoil  areas.  Local  residents  are  formulating  plans  for 
organizing  a  port  district.  Informal  assurances  have  been  given  that 
local  interests  will  cooperate  in  the  planned  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Washington :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

KAUNAKAKAI  HARBOR,  MOLOKAI,  HAWAII 
(H.  Doc.  484,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  south-central  coast  of  the  island  of  Molokai, 
about  60  miles  from  Honolulu  Harbor  on  the  island  of  Oahu. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  9, 1967. 

Existing  project. — Completed  in  1934,  provides  an  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  630  feet  wide,  and  a  basin  1,600  feet  long,  600  feet  wide  and  23 
feet  deep  at  mean  lower  low  water. 

Navigation  problem. — Molokai  is  the  only  large  Hawaiian  island 
without  a  deepwater  harbor  for  transpacific  shipping.  Commerce 
consists  principally  of  pineapples  grown  on  the  island  and  shipped 
by  barge  to  Honolulu  for  processing.  Savings  could  be  effected  by 
processing  pineapples  on  Molokai  for  direct  shipment  by  deep-draft 
vessels  to  the  mainland.  Also,  additional  harbor  area  is  needed  for 
commercial  fishing  and  recreational  boating. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for:  (a)  a  new 
entrance  channel  600  feet  wide  and  40  feet  deep;  (b)  a  deepwater  har¬ 
bor  of  about  62  acres,  36  feet  deep;  (c)  a  harbor  basin  for  light-drafi 
vessels  of  about  10  acres,  16  feet  deep;  (d)  a  south  breakwater  2,300 
feet  long;  and  (e)  a  west  breakwater  and  stream  jetty  4,000  feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1961). — 

Federal _ $7,  919, 000 

Non-Federal _  702,  000 


Total _  8,  621,  000 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$290, 000 
24,000 

$33,000 

4,000 

$323,000 

28,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

314, 000 

37,000 

351,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

1, 453, 000 

19. 400 
28,000 

24.400 
4,400 

Land  flU _ 

Damages  prevented _ 

Recreational  boating _ 

Commereial  fishing _ 

Total . 

1,  529,  200 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Construction  be  contingent  upon  the  prior  or 
current  establishment  and  operation  on  Molokai  by  local  interests  of 
industrial  facilities  related  to  trans-Pacific  commerce,  and  local  in¬ 
terests  agree  to:  {a)  contribute  in  cash  0.5  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
the  general  navigation  facilities  for  the  deepwater  harbor,  and  42.5 
percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  and  for 
light-draft  harbor,  such  contributions,  presently  estimated  at  $202,000 ; 
(5)  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  royalty- 
fi'ee  borrow  and  quarry  materials,  and  suitable  ai’eas  for  disposal  of 
spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments; 
(c)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  which  might 
result  from  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  {d)  accom¬ 
plish  all  alterations  of  roads  and  utilities;  (e)  provide  and  maintain 
berthing  areas,  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  for  the  deep¬ 
water  basin,  and  adequate  mooring  facilities,  and  a  public  landing  in 
the  light-draft  harbor  open  to  ail  on  equal  terms;  and  (/)  an  adequate 
refrigeration  and  storage  facility  at  the  light-draft  harbor  in  support 
of  commercial  fishing  operations.  Local  interests  have  given  infonnal 
assurances  that  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  will  be  met. 

C omments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

State  of  Hawaii :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

STATE  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 
(H.  Doc.  416,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Area  includes  about  18  miles  of  shore  frontage  com- 
prismg  the  entire  Atlantic  Ocean  shore  of  the  State  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  It  includes  the  towns  of  New  Castle,  Rye,  North  Hampton, 
Hampton,  and  Seabrook. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  J uly  3, 1930  (cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  p^roject. — A  Federal  project  authorized  September  3, 1964, 
(HD  325/8^2)  provided  for  Federal  participation  in  widening  about 
5,200  feet  of  beach  at  Hampton  Beach.  The  work  was  completed  in 
1955  at  a  cost  of  $374,234.59  and  the  State  subsequently  reimbursed 
$124,744.86  as  the  Federal  share  thereof. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Gradual  erosion  from  storm  wave 
attack  and  reduction  in  natural  supply  of  beach  material  has  reduced 
beach  width  fronting  developed  areas  to  such  extent  that  these  areas 
are  exposed  to  wave  damage  during  storms  and  beach  areas  are  in¬ 
adequate  for  recreational  use.  The  existing  beach  restoration  project 
at  Hampton  Beach  includes  periodic  replenishment  of  beach  fill  as 
a  project  feature  to  be  accomplished  by  local  interests,  and  a  groin  is 
needed  to  maintain  the  project  beach  width  along  the  northern  portion 
of  that  beach.  The  passage  of  Public  Law  826j  84th  Congi-ess,  ap¬ 
proved  July  28,  1956,  permits  Federal  participation  in  periodic  nour¬ 
ishment  of  beaches.  Review  of  the  existing  Hampton  Beach  project 
to  determine  need  for  modification,  nourishment  requirements,  and 
eligibility  for  Federal  participation  toward  their  cost  was  also  de¬ 
sired. 
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Recommended  flans  of  imfrovement. — Provide  for  (a)  at  North 
Hampton  Beach — widening  1,600  feet  of  beach  to  150-foot  width  by 
direct  placement  of  sand  fill  and  construction  of  a  460-foot  groin;  (b) 
at  Wallis  Sands  Beach — widening  800  feet  of  beach  to  150-foot  width 
by  direct  placement  of  sand  fill  and  construction  of  a  350-foot  groin; 
and  (c)  at  Hampton  Beach —  modification  of  the  existing  project  to 
authorize  construction  of  a  235-foot  groin  and  Federal  contribution  of 
one-third  toward  the  costs  of  periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  for 
an  mitial  period  of  10  years  from  the  year  of  the  first  nourishment 
operation. 

Estimated  costs  {Jwne  1960  price  level) . — 


Federal 

Non-Fedcral 

Total 

North  Hampton  Beach _ 

$41, 000 
41,000 
6,000 

$129, 000 
82,000 
12,000 

$170, 000 
123,000 
18,000 

Wallis  Sands  Beach _ _ _ _ 

88,000 

223,000 

311,000 

The  estimated  cost  of  periodic  nourishment  at  Hampton  Beach,  a 
responsibility  of  local  interests  under  the  existing  project,  is  $50,000 
annually.  The  recommended  modification  of  the  project  provides 
for  Federal  participation  in  this  cost  as  follows : 


Per  year  for 
1st  10  years 

Per  year 
Thereafter 

Federal _ _ _ _ _ 

$16,  700 
33,300 

0 

$50,000 

Non-Federal _ _  . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . 

50,000 

50,000 

Project  I? Overall  project  at  Hampton  Beach  includes 
initial  construction  completed  in  1955  at  a  total  cost  of  $374,235  and 
recommended  new  work. 


Annual  charges : 

North  Hampton  Beach _ $12,  700 

Wallis  Sands  Beach _  8,  200 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work) _  1,100 


Total  ( new  work ) _  22,  (X)0 

Hampton  Beach  (overall) _ 1 66,  390 


1  Include.s  Federal  share  of  periodic  nourishment  costs  estimated  at  $16,700  per  year 
for  ist  10-year  period. 


Annual  benefits : 

North  Hampton  Beach _ $16,  950 

Wallis  Sands  Beach _  18,  000 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work) _  6,  000 

Total  (new  work) _  40,950 

Hampton  Beach  (overall) _ 140,190 

Benefit-cost  ratio : 

North  Hampton  Beach _  1.3 

Wallis  Sands  Beach _  2.2 

Hampton  Beach  (new  work) _  5.4 

Hampton  Beach  (overall  project;  _  2.1 


Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement ;  provide  suitable  appurtenant  facilities  at 
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North  Hampton  Beach  to  the  extent  necessaiy  for  realization  of  eval¬ 
uated  benefits;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that  local  interests 
will  maintain  the  protective  measures  and  provide  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  during  their  economic  life,  but  in  the  case  of  Hampton  Beach, 
with  Federal  assistance  as  recommended;  control  water  pollution  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathere;  and  main¬ 
tain  continued  public  ownership  of  the  shores  upon  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  is  based,  and  their  administration  for  public  use. 
Convments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  Budget. — No  objection. 

FIRE  ISLAND  INLET  AND  SHORE  WESTERLY  TO  JONES  INLET,  N.Y.,  BEACH 

EROSION  CONTROL 

Location. — The  study  area  is  located  on  the  south  shore  of  Long 
Island,  N.Y.,  and  extends  a  distance  of  about  15  miles  between  Fire 
Island  Inlet  and  Jones  Inlet. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
approved  J uly  3, 1930  ( cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project. — -The  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  project  au¬ 
thorized  July  3, 1958,  provides  for  Federal  participation  in  restoration 
and  protection  of  tlie  shore  from  Oak  Beach  at  Fire  Island  Inlet  to 
Jones  Inlet  consisting  of  three  dredging  operations  over  a  project  life 
of  15  years.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950  provides  a  chamiel  through  Fire 
Island  Inlet  generally  10  feet  deep  and  250  feet  wide,  and  a  5,000-foot 
jetty  at  the  west  end  of  Fire  Island. 

Beach  erosion  control  j^rohlem. — Continuing  erosion  of  the  protec¬ 
tive  and  recreational  beach  in  the  study  area  has  progressed  in  recent 
years  to  such  an  extent  that  use  of  the  beach  is  impaired  and  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  shore-front  areas  are  damaged  by  storms  and  subject 
to  possible  destruction.  Presently  authorized  protective  improve¬ 
ments  are  inadequate  to  provide  the  protection  required  under  exist¬ 
ing  conditions.  The  westerly  movement  of  littoral  drift  into  the 
inlet  results  in  shoaling  and  shifting  of  the  channel  and  in  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  eventual  closure  of  the  inlet  unless  littoral  drift  is  stopped 
or  bypassed. 

Considered  plans  of  improvement. — Provide  for  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  constniction  of  a  long-term  solution  of  the  erosion  prob¬ 
lem  consisting  generally  of  either  an  offshore  breakwater  or  a  jetty 
extension  to  trap  littoral  drift,  placement  of  sand  to  restore  the  beach, 
provision  of  feeder  beach  areas  to  nourish  downdrift  shores,  and 
periodic  transfer  of  sand  from  lee  of  the  breakwater  or  jetty  to  feeder 
beaches. 

Project  cost  and  economics. — At  this  time  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
is  unable  to  determine  definitely  costs  or  economic  justifications  for 
the  long-term  plans.  However,  studies  have  advanced  sufficiently  to 
indicate  that  protective  measures  are  warranted  and  that  the  antici¬ 
pated  benefits  will  probably  exceed  the  cost. 

Status. — The  review  report  of  the  district  engineer  has  not  been 
completed  and  reviewed  in  accordance  with  established  procedures. 
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A  ])reliminary  report  was  submitted  by  the  district  engineer,  New 
Yoi'k  district  on  July  6,  1962,  and  forwarded  by  the  division  engineer 
on  t  he  same  date  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Rem, arks. — The  committee  has  noted  that  the  erosion  problem  on  the 
south  shore  of  Long  Island  from  Fire  Island  Inlet  to  Jones  Inlet  has 
been  aggravated  by  the  storms  of  March  1962.  The  erosion  and  silting 
of  the  inlets  is  a  continuing  problem  and  early  solution  and  remedial 
measures  are  essential.  It  is  also  noted  that  unless  littoral  drift  is 
stopped  or  bypassed,  the  inlet  eventually  may  be  closed. 

VIRGINIA  BE.4CII,  VA.,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 
(H.  Doc.  No.  382,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  Atlantic  Ocean  shore  about  3.5  miles  south  of  the 
entrance  to  Chesapeake  Bav  and  19  miles  east  of  Norfolk 

Report  authorized  Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  project. — Authorized  by  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1954 
(H.  Doc.  No.  186,  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  ,  provided  for  initial  widening 
of  the  beach  to  100-foot  width  at  elevation  7  feet  above  mean  low  water 
and  deferred  construction  of  a  system  of  21  groins  to  be  built  if  ex¬ 
perience  demonstrates  their  need"  Initial  beach  widenino;  completed 
m  1953. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Virginia  Beach  is  the  largest  and 
most  popular  resort  center  in  Virginia  and  is  extensively  developed 
for  tourist  trade.  The  existing  project  includes  periodic  replenish¬ 
ment  of  beach  fill  as  a  project  feature  to  be  accorrmlished  by  local  in¬ 
terests.  The  passage  of  Public  Law  826,  84th  Congress,  approved 
July  28,  1956,  permits  Federal  participation  in  periodic  nourishment 
of  beaches.  Review  of  the  existing  project  to  determine  nourishment 
requirements  and  eligibility  for  Federal  participation  toward  its  cost 
was  desired. 

Recommendation. — Modification  of  the  existing  project  to  authorize 
Federal  contribution  of  one-third  of  the  costs  of  periodic  nourish¬ 
ment  of  the  shore  for  a  period  of  25  years  from  the  date  of  commence¬ 
ment  of  operations  in  placing  an  initial  quantity  of  nourishment  mate¬ 
rial  equal  to  the  deficiency  in  the  design  beach  at  that  time. 

Estima.ted  costs  {January  1961  price  levels). — The  estimated  costs 
of  periodic  nourishment,  a  responsibility  of  local  interests  under  tlie 
existing  project,  are  $150,000  to  provide  initial  quantity  of  nourish¬ 
ment  to  make  up  existing  deficiency  in  design  beach  plus  $54,000  an¬ 
nually  for  normal  nourishment.  The  recommended  modification  of 
the  project  provides  for  Federal  participation  in  this  cost  as  follows : 


Per  year  for 
1st  3  years 

Per  year,  next 
22  years 

Per  year 
thereafter 

Federal . . . . . 

$34,700 

69,300 

$18,000 

36,000 

Non-Fedoral _ _ _ 

$54,000 

Total _ _ 

104,000 

54,000 

54,000 
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Project  economics— project  including  initial  construction 
completed  1953  at  total  cost  of  $705,000. 


Exclusive  of 
deferred 
groins 

Including 

groins 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$31,000 

$79, 700 
22,900 
37, 000 

Maintenance _ 

Beach  nourishment _ 

t  67, 000 

Total _ _ 

88,000 

139, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  damages _ _ _ 

216, 000 
155,000 
28,000 

Increased  earning  power  of  nronertv _ 

Recreational _ _ _ 

Total... . . . . . 

399, 000 

■  Federal  participation  $34,700  per  year  for  3  years  .thence  $18,000  per  year  for  22  years. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.5  (overall  project  without  deferred  groins)  : 
2.9  (overall  project  including  groins). 

Local  cooperation. — Continuation  of  conditions  of  local  cooperation 
required  for  Federal  participation  in  the  existing  project,  but  with 
Federal  assistance  in  the  costs  of  periodic  beach  nourishment  as 
recommended. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

State  of  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Departm.ent  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

FORT  MACON,  ATLANTIC  BEACH,  AND  VICINITY,  NORTH  CAROLINA — 

BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  555,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  area  comprises  about  5  miles  of  shore  fronting 
the  Atlantic  Ocean  on  the  outer  banks  of  North  Carolina,  immediately 
southwest  of  Beaufort  Inlet,  located  approximately  halfway  between 
the  Virginia  and  South  Carolina  boundaries. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control 
project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Erosion  and  recession  of  the  shore 
has  seriously  reduced  the  width  of  beaches  in  the  area ;  and  private 
resort  areas,  public  recreational  facilities,  and  historic  Fort  Macon 
have  been  made  seriously  vulnerable  to  storm  wave  damages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Restore  approximately  1.5 
miles  of  beach  at  Fort  Macon  State  Park  to  a  berm  width  of  100  feet 
by  direct  placement  of  sand  fill ;  construct  a  stone  groin  about  1,670 
feet  in  length,  about  250  feet  of  stone  revetment  and  about  530  feet 
of  stone  seawall;  and  provide  Federal  participation  in  subsequent 
periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  for  a  period  of  10  years. 
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Estimated  costs  {May  1961  price  level). — 

Federal - $194,000 

Non-Federal _  389, 100 


Total -  583, 100 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$7,300 

0 

I  2,400 

$18, 600 
1,000 
4,800 

$25,800 

1,000 

7,200 

Maintenance _ 

Beach  nourishment _  . 

Total . . . . . . 

9,700 

24,300 

34,000 

Aimual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  damages _ _ 

5,300 

30,000 

54,500 

Prevention  of  land  loss _ 

Recreation _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . 

89,800 

■  For  1st  10-year  period. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  remaining 
work  prior  to  its  commencement ;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances 
that  local  interests  will  maintain  the  protective  measures  and  provide 
periodic  beach  nourishment  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project, 
control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health 
of  bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  the  shore  upon 
which  Federal  participation  is  based  and  their  continued  administra¬ 
tion  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

VIRGINIA  KEY  AND  KEY  BISCAYNE,  FLA.,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 
(H.  Doc.  561,  87th  Oong.) 

Location.— Ln  Dade  County,  Fla.,  comprising  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
shores  of  Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscay ne,  two  of  a  chain  of  barrier 
islands,  just  south  of  the  entrance  to  Miami  Harbor. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
aproved  July  3,  1930  (cooperative  study  provisions). 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control 
project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Virginia  and  Biscayne  Keys  are 
primary  recreation  areas  for  metropolitan  Dade  County  and  the  city 
of  Miami.  Instability  and  recession  of  the  ocean-front  shores  have 
resulted  in  loss  of  public  beach  areas,  both  for  those  areas  which  are 
presently  developed  as  parks  and  those  for  which  development  in  the 
yery  near  future  will  be  required  to  provide  for  anticipated  greatly 
increased  recreational  use. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  periodic 
nourishment  of  1.8  miles  of  public  beach  on  Virginia  Key  and  1.9 
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miles  on  Key  Biscayne  at  estimated  rates  of  80,000  and  65,000  cubic 
yards  per  year,  respectively,  and  deferred  construction  of  three  groins 
on  Virginia  Key  and  one  groin  on  Key  Biscayne  until  such  time  as 
experience  gained  in  nourishing  the  beaches  should  indicate  the  need 
for  the  groins. 

Estimated  costs  {spring  1961  price  levels) . — 


Virginia 

Key 

Key 

Biscayne 

Total 

Deferred  groins: 

Federal _ _ 

$182, 000 
365,000 

$38,000 

77,000 

$220, 000 
442, 000 

Non-Federal . . . . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

547, 000 

115,000 

662,000 

Periodic  nourishment: 

Federal _  .. 

1  25, 300 

2  50, 700 

1  22, 700 

2  45, 300 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _  . 

76,000 

68,000 

■  Per  year  for  1st  10  years. 

2  Per  year  for  1st  10  years  (full  total  thereafter). 


Project  economics. — 


Virginia  Key 

Key 

Biscayne 

Annual  charges: 

Deferred  groins: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$20, 100 
4,700 

,$4, 100 
1,000 

Maintenance _ 

Total  (deferred) _ 

24,800 

5, 100 

Beach  nourishment  (without  groins) _ _ _ _ _ _ 

76,000 

08,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  damages _  _ 

1,600 

214,000 

1,600 
225, 000 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ : _ 

215, 600 

226, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Computed  on  the  basis  of  nourisliment  oidy  as 
the  deferred  groins  will  be  constructed  only  if  total  annual  charges 
for  both  groing  and  nourishinent  are  less  than  annual  charges  for 
beach  nourishment  alone. 


Virginia  Key _ 2.  8 

Key  Biscayne _ 3.  S 


Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  bi"  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement ;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  will :  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
safeguard  the  health  of  bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  shores  upon  which  Federal  participation  is  based  and  their 
administration  for  public  use.  In  the  event  that  groins  are  found  to 
be  needed  and  justified,  furnish  assurances  that  for  these  works  they 
will  meet  the  conditions  of  local  cooperation  specified  above;  maintain 
the  groins;  and  provide  such  related  periodic  beach  nourishment  as 
may  be  necessary  to  meet  project  objectives,  subject  to  the  recom¬ 
mended  Federal  participation  for  the  lO-year  initial  period. 
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C omments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

City  of  Miami :  Favorable. 

Dade  County :  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida  :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection. 


LAKE  ERIE  SHORE  LINE  FROM  THE  MICHIGAN-OHIO  STATE  LINE  TO 
MARBLEHEAD,  OHIO  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 


(H.  Doc.  63,  87tli  Cong.) 


Location.— comprises  the  westernmost  35  miles  of  the  south 
shore  of  Lake  Erie  and  the  Maume  Bav  shore  adjacent  to  the  city  of 
Toledo. 

Refort  authonzed  Z>y.— Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3, 1930  (cooperative  study  i^ro visions) . 

Existing  'project. — No  existing  beach  erosion  control  project. 

Beach  erosion  control  proUem. — Shores  are  principally  low  lyino- 
marshy  or  reclaimed  marsh  areas  fronted  by  low  barrier  beaches  of 
fine  sand.  The  barrier  beaches  have  a  continuous  history  of  erosion 
and  in  a  number  of  places  have  been  breached  or  so  deteriorated  that 
the  marshes  are  directly  exposed  to  waves  from  Lake  Erie  and  recrea¬ 
tional  park  area  has  been  seriously  reduced. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — Restore  and  protect  the 
shore  at  Crane  Creek  State  Park  by  restoring  17,800  feet  of  sand 
ban  ier  beach  to  a  60-foot  width  at  elevation  9  feet  above  low  water 
datum  by  placement  of  suitable  sand  fill,  constructing  36  groins  spaced 
generally  at  500-foot  intervals  and  extending  lakeward  about  300  feet 
(construction  of  26  of  the  groins  to  be  deferred  pending  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  need  thereof),  and  providing  Federal  participation  in 
periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  for  the  period  during  which  groins 
are  deferred.  ^ 


Estimated  costs  {price  level  of  November  1969) . — 

Federal  _ 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


$6.58.  500 
1,  317,  200 


1,  975,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 

$23, 800 

0 

2  40, 000 

$46,500 

6,000 

80,000 

1  $70,300 
>6,000 
*  120,000 

Maintenance  Cgroins)  ... 

Periodic  nourishment _ 

Total . . . 

63,800 

132, 500 

196,300 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational _ _ 

257,250 

500 

Land  loss  prevention..  . 

Total . . 

257, 750 

>  Includes  charges  for  all  36  groins. 

\  J’or  period  during  which  construction  of  26  groins  is  deferred 
3  Includes  nourishment  required  with  26  groins  deferred 
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Benefit-coat  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of 
jDlans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement;  provide  parking  and  service  facilities 
necessary  to  realize  expected  recreational  benefits;  furnish  satisfac¬ 
tory  assurances  that  local  interests  wfill :  maintain  the  protective  meas¬ 
ures  during  their  economic  life  including  periodic  nourishment,  con¬ 
trol  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  bathers,  and 
maintain  continued  public  ownersliip  of  the  shore  and  its  administra¬ 
tion  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project  (50  years). 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

SHEFFIELD  LAKE  COMMUNITY  PARK,  SHEFFIELD  LAKE  VILLAGE,  OHIO, 

BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  414,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Erie  about  20  miles  west  of 
Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Report  authorized  hy. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  J uly  3, 1930  ( cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  beach  erosion  control  proj¬ 
ect. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Erosion  of  the  protective  beach 
and  bluffs  precludes  full  development  and  recreational  use  of  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  community  park.  Restoration  of  the  beach  and  stabiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  shore  is  necessary  to  provide  adequate  recreational  beach 
area  and  protect  park  facilities. 

Recomrnended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  restoration  of 
a  protective  beach  with  minimum  berm  width  of  40  feet  at  elevation 
8  feet  above  low  water  datum  along  the  800  feet  of  park  frontage  and 
construction  of  2  groins. 

Estimated  costs  {July  1960  price  levels'). — 


Federal - $100,300 

Non-Federal _  200  700 


Total -  301^  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _  $13^  400 

Maintenance  (groins) _  1,000 

Beach  nourishment _  q\  400 


Total -  20,  800 

Annual  benefits : 

Elimination  of  protective  costs  by  present  methods _  1, 300 

Recreation -  26, 000 


Total -  27,  300 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — l.P>. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  Avill :  maintain  the  protective  measures  during  their 
economic  life,  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  health  of  bathers,  maintain  continued  public  ownership 
of  the  shore  and  its  administration  for  general  public  use,  and  relocate 
the  storm  sewer  outfall  at  their  own  expense. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA,  APPENDIX  VII,  SPECIAL  INTERIJI  REPORT  ON  VENTURA 
AREA - BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

(H.  Doc.  458,  87th  Cong.) 

Tjocation.  The  study  area  located  in  Ventura  County,  comprises 
about  4  miles  of  shore  on  the  Pacific  Ocean,  lying  between  the  Ven¬ 
tura  and  Santa  Clara  Rivers,  about  56  miles  northwest  of  Fos  Angeles. 

Report  authorized  Z>y.— Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  3, 1930  cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project. — A  Federal  project  authorized  September  3,  1954 
(HD  29/83/1)  provided  for  Federal  participation  in  construction  of 
three  groins  to  protect  about  1  mile  of  shore  in  the  northwestern  por¬ 
tion  of  San  Buena  Ventura  State  Park.  Within  his  discretionarv 
authority  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Army,  in  August  1961  ap¬ 
proved  modification  of  the  existing  project  to  shift  the  locations  of 
the  three  authorized  groins  to  the  doivndrift  (southeastern)  portion 
of  the  State  park  frontage  where  the  problem  has  become  more  acute. 
These  groins  are  planned  for  construction  by  the  State  of  California 
in  1962. 

_  Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Continuing  erosion  of  the  protec¬ 
tive  and  recreational  beach  at  San  Buena  Ventura  State  Park  has 
progressed  in  recent  years  to  such  extent  that  use  of  the  park  is  im¬ 
paired  and  public  and  private  improvements  in  the  Pierpoint  residen- 
rtal  community  landward  of  the  park  are  threatened  with  destruction. 
Presently  authorized  protective  structures  are  inadequate  to  provide 
the  protection  required  under  existing  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — In  lieu  of  the  existing  proj¬ 
ect,  provides  for  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  of  nine 
groins  and  artificial  placement  of  beach  fill  among  approximately  2 
miles  of  shore.  ^ 
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Estimated  costs  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal -  |;515^  OOO 

Non-Federal -  1,  030,  OOO 


Total -  1,  545^  oOO 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$18, 720 

0 

0 

$48, 090 

6,000 

10,000 

$66, 810 

6,000 

10,000 

Maintenance: 

Groins _ 

Sand  flU _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

18,  720 

64,090 

82, 810 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  loss: 

Private  lands  and  improvements . 

76, 450 
48,880 
60,000 

Public  lands  and  improvements _ _ 

Recreation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

185,330 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperadiom — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work 
prior  to  its  commencement;  and  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  that 
local  interests  will  maintain  the  protective  measures  during  their 
economic  life,  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  health  of  bathers,  and  maintain  continued  public  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  shores  upon  which  Federal  aid  is  based  and  their  admin¬ 
istration  for  public  use. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  obiection. 

(Sec.  102,  see  p.  231.) 

SECTIOX  103 

Old  lock  and  dam  No.  7,  Ohio  River,  near  the  city  of  Midland,  Pa., 
was  made  obsolete  by  the  construction  of  the  New  Cumberland  lock 
and  dam.  Some  17.94  acres  located  at  old  lock  and  dam  No.  7  have 
value  for  piiblic  park  and  recreation  purposes.  The  land  and  the  dam 
tenders’  residences  thereon  are  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Oliio  River 
navigation  project. 

The  city  of  Midland,  Pa.,  desires  to  obtain  the  subject  lands  for 
public  park  and  recreation  purposes  and  there  is  no  objection  to  such 
use,  provided  tliat  any  grant  to  the  city  of  Midland  should  be  subject 
to  such  flowage  rights  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the 
New  Cumberland  lock  and  dam  and  that  the  deed  contain  a  rever- 
sionai-y  clause  in  the  event  the  lands  are  not  utilized  for  the  purpose 
for  which  the  grant  is  made. 

The  committee  considers  that  this  conveyance  to  the  city  of  Midland 
is  in  the  public  interest. 
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SECTION  104 


This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  pi-evious  Kiver  and  Harbor  Acts. 
It  provides  for  reimbursement  of  local  interests  for  work  done  by 
them  on  beach  erosion  control  measures  authorized  in  this  bill  sub¬ 
sequent  to  initiation  of  the  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  these 
measures.  Certain  restrictions  and  limitations  are  included  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  interests  of  the  United  States.  This  section  provides  a 
reasonable  basis  for  proceeding  with  necessary  beach  erosion  control 
measures  at  time  of  need,  so  that  costly  beach  restriction  or  irrevocable 
loss  of  beaches  may  be  avoided.  The  provision  has  been  considered 
equitable  in  previous  legislation,  and  the  committee  considers  that  it 
also  should  apply  to  beach  erosion  control  measures  included  in  this 
bill.  (Sec.  105,  see  p.  232.) 

SECTION  lOG 


This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  previous  Eiver  and  Harbor  Acts 
providing  for  authorization  of  needed  surveys  at  specifically  named 
localities. 

SECTION  107 


This  section  identifies  title  I  of  the  bill  as  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1962. 


Analysis  of  Title  II 


SECTION  201 


This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  provisions  of  local  co¬ 
operation  which  have  been  in  effect  for  some  time,  and  provides  that 
project  authorization  shall  expire  if  local  cooperation  is  not  forthcom¬ 
ing  within  5  years  after  appropriate  notification. 

-  '  •  '/  t 

SECTION  2  02 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  present  procedure  of  sub¬ 
mitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  agencies  prior  to  submis¬ 
sion  to  Congress. 

SECTION  203 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  flood  control, 
hurricane  protection,  and  multiple-purpose  works  in  title  II.  The 
initial  table  lists  the  proj^ts,  project  document  numbers,  and  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  costs.  Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 

TITLE  H 


Flood  control  projects 


Projects 

Document  No. 

Federal  cost 
of  new  works 

Alameda  Creek.  Calif _ _ 

S.  128.  S7th  OnnfT 

$14, 680,000 
2, 040,000 
1, 390, 000 
300,000 
2, 133,000 
99,  818,000 
829.000 

Alamogordo.  N.  Mex _ _ 

TT  47.^  Q7fh  PnnfT 

Allegheny  River  at  Salamanca.  N.Y... 

Arkan.sas-Red  River  Basin.  Okla  . 

H.  166,  87th  Cong _ 

S.  in.'i  87th 

Arkansas  River,  Dodge  River.  kan.s 

TT.  4Q8,  87th  hnnp 

Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River.  Idaho  and  Wa.sh 

Blackfoot  Dam.  Idaho... 

II.  403,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  568,  87th  Cong . 

RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  105 


Flood  control  'projects — Continued 


Projects 


Document  No. 


Federal  cost 
of  new  works 


Bradley  Lake  power  project,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska _ _ 

Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  Okla _ _ _ 

Buchanan  Reservoir,  Calif _ 

Buckhannon  River,  W.  Va _ 

Burns  Creek,  Idaho . . . . . . . 

Carolina  Beach,  N.C _ _ _ _ 

Chattahoochee  River  at  West  Point,  Qa _ _ 

China  Gardens  Dam,  Idaho,  Oreg.,  and  Wash _ 

Chunky  Creek,  Chickasaway  and  Pascagoula  Rivers,  Miss _ 

Clear  Fork  of  the  Brazos  River  at  Abilene,  Tex _ _ 

Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  3,  Illinois _ 

Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County,  Calif _ _ _ 

Cow  Creek,  Kans _ _ _ _ 

Crab  Creek,  Ohio _ _ _ _ _ 

Cutler  drain  area,  Florida _ 

Dade  County,  central  and  southern  Florida _ 

Delaware  River,  Pa.,  N.J.,  Del.,  and  Md _ _ _ 

East  Fork  of  Trinity  River,  Tex _ 

Four  River  Basins,  Fla _ _ _ 

Freeport  and  vicinity,  Texas _ 

French  Creek,  Pa _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Guyandot  River,  W.  Va _ 

Ilarrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing,  Ill _ 

Hidden  Reservoir,  Calif _ _ _ 

Hugo  Reservoir,  Kiamichi  River,  Okla _ _ 

Illinois  River  and  tributaries _ _ _ 

Indian  Creek,  Iowa _ _ _ _ 

Juniata  River,  Pa _ _ _ _ 

Kansas  River  Basin _ _ _ _ _ 

Kaw  Reservoir,  Okla _ 

Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Mo _ 

Kentucky  River,  Ky _ _ _ 

Kickapoo  River,  Wis _ 

Kokosing  River,  Ohio _ 

Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Tex _ _ 

Mad  River,  Ohio _ 

Mississippi  River  Delta  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  La.... _ 

Mississippi  River,  Guttenberg,  Iowa _ 

Mississippi  River-Ste.  Genevieve-St.  Marys,  Mo _ _ _ 

Mississippi  River  npper  urban  areas  from  Hampton,  Ill.,  to 
Cassville,  Wis. 

Mystic,  Groton,  and  Stonington,  Conn . . . . 

Narragansett  pier,  Rhode  Island _ _ 

Natchitoches  and  Red  River  Parishes,  La _ 

Naugatuck,  Ansonia-Derby,  Conn _ 

New  London,  Conn _ 

New  Melones  Reservoir,  Calif _ 

Norfolk,  Va _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Papillion  Creek,  Nebr _ _ _ _ _ 

Pecatonica  River,  Ill.  and  Wis _ 

Point  Judith,  R.I _ 

Port  Arthur  and  vicinity,  Te.xas _ _ _ 

Potomac  Riv'er,  North  Branch,  Md _ _ _ 

Prairie  Dupont  Levee  and  Sanitary  District,  Ill _ 

Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  N.J _ 

Redwood  Creek,  Calif _ 

Rend  Lake  Reservoir,  Ill _ 

Richland  Creek,  IlL. _ _ 

Rio  Grande  at  Las  Cruces,  N.Mex _ _ 

Ririe  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Idaho... _ _ 

River  Rouge,  Mich _ 

Rogue  River,  Oreg _ _ 

Rondout  Creek  and  Wallkill  River,  N.Y.  and  N.J _ 

Russellville,  Ark _ _ _ _ _ 

Russian  River,  Calif _ _ _ 

Salt  River,  Mo _ 

Sandusky  River,  Ohio _ _ _ _ _ 

San  Gabriel  River,  Tex _ _ 

Scioto  River,  Ohio _ _ _ 

Trinity  River,  Fort  Worth,  Tex.— Pt.  II _ _ 

Truckee  River,  Calif,  and  Nev _ 

Twelvepole  Creek,  W.  Va _ 

Verdigris  River,  Okla _ 

Village  Creek,  White  River,  Mayberry _ 

Vince  and  Little  Vince  Bayous,  Tex _ 

Wareham  and  Marion,  Mass _ _ _ _ _ 

Warroad  River  and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Miim . . . 

Westport,  Conn _ _ _ 

White  River,  Village  Creek,  Ark _ 

Yazoo  River,  Gin  Bayou,  Miss _ 


H.  455,  87th  Cong 
S.  — ,  87th  Cong. 
S.  98,  87th  Cong... 
S.  43,  87th  Cong... 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong. 
H.  418,  87th  Cong. 
II.  570,  87th  Cong. 
H.  403,  87th  Cong. 
H.  549,  87th  Cong. 
H.  506,  87th  Cong. 
H.  543,  87th  Cong. 
II.  545,  87th  Cong, 
H.  531,  87th  Cong. 
H.  440,  87th  Cong. 
S.  123,  87th  Cong.. 
S.  138,  87th  Cong. 
H.  522,  87th  Cong. 
H.  554,  87th  Cong. 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong. 
H.  495,  87th  Cong. 
S.  95,  87th  Cong... 
II.  569,  87th  Cong. 
H.  542,  87th  Cong, 
S.  37,  87th  Cong... 
S.  — ,  87th  Cong.. 
II.  472,  87th  Cong. 
H.  438,  87th  Cong. 
H.  565,  87th  Cong, 
S.  122,  87th  Cong.. 
S.  143,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  423,  87th  Cong. 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  220,  87th  Cong. 
S.  144,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  439,  87th  Cong. 
H.  550,  87th  Cong. 
H.  286,  87th  Cong. 
H.  519,  87th  Cong. 
H.  450,  87th  Cong. 

H.  411,  87th  Cong. 
H.  195,  87th  Cong. 
11.  476,  87th  Cong. 
H.  437,  87th  Cong. 
H.  478,  87th  Cong. 
H.  453,  87th  Cong. 
H.  354,  87th  Cong. 
H.  475,  87th  Cong. 
H.  539,  87th  Cong. 
H.  521,  87th  Cong. 
H.  505,  87th  Cong. 
H.  469,  87th  Cong. 
H.  540,  87th  Cong. 
H.  464,  87th  Cong. 
H.  497,  87th  Cong. 
H.  541,  87th  Cong. 
H.  571,  87th  Cong. 
S.  117,  87th  Cong.. 
H.  662,  87th  Cong. 
H.  148,  87th  Cong. 
H.  566,  87th  Cong. 
S.  113,  87th  Cong.. 


H.  547,  87th  Cong 
H.  507,  87th  Cong. 
S.  136,  87th  Cong. 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong. 
H.  — ,  87th  Cong. 
H.  454,  87th  Cong. 
H.  435,  87th  Cong. 
H.  520,  87th  Cong. 
H.  563,  87th  Cong. 
H.  577,  87th  Cong. 
H.  441,  87th  Cong. 
H.  548,  87th  Cong. 
H.  449,  87th  Cong. 
H.  412,  87th  Cong. 
H.  352,  87th  Cong. 


$45, 750, 000 
23, 800, 000 
13, 585, 000 
1,206,000 
52,000,000 
739,000 
52, 900, 000 
74, 777.000 
6, 740, 000 
31,200,000 
986, 000 
5, 534, 000 
1, 560, 000 
2, 268,000 
2, 063, 000 
13, 388, 000 
224,000,000 
23, 760, 000 
57, 760, 000 
3, 780,000 
23, 102,000 
60,477,000 
1,112,000 
14, 338. 000 
29, 748, 000 
71, 465, 000 
1,270,000 
32, 150, 000 
88, 070, 000 
83,230,000 
43,245,000 
26, 020, 000 
15, 670, 000 
2, 438, 000 
6, 410, 000 
7, 930,000 
7,502,000 
729, 000 
2, 500,000 
5, 350, 000 

1,490,000 
1,152,000 
1,293,000 
5, 620, 000 
2,401,000 
113, 717,000 
1,537,000 
2, 122,000 
850,000 
2, 414, 000 
23,380,000 
50,965,000 
921,  000 
3,097,000 
2,580,000 
35,  500,000 
4,  995, 000 
3, 350,009 
7. 027, 000 
8,669,000 
$106,700,000 
5,111,000 
1, 400, 000 
42, 400,000 
63,300,000 
4,300,000 
20, 2.50, 000 
55,847,000 
6, 148, 000 
2,385,000 
11,000,000 
62,400,000 
1,018,000 
2,224,000 
3,  811,500 
972,000 
217,000 
1,968,000 
150,000 


Total. 


1, 895, 313, 500 
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AVAREHAM-MARION,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  548,  87th  Cong.) 

Location~T\\<i,  towns  of  Wareliam  and  ]\Iarion,  Mass.,  are  located 
in  Plymouth  County  about  45  miles  south  of  Boston  and  35  miles  east 
of  Providence,  R.I.  They  are  situated  at  the  upper  end  of  Buzzards 
Bay,  20  to  25  miles  northeast  of  the  entrance  to  the  bay  from  the 
Atlantic  Ocean. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

E xisting  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal  hur¬ 
ricane  protection  projects  or  local  flood  protection  works  in  the  area. 
Federal  navigation  projects  provide  a  15-foot-deep  channel  from  Cape 
Cod  Canal  into  Onset  Bay,  and  a  partially  completed  9-foot  channel 
from  Buzzards  Bay  into  Wareham. 

ProUem.—E  serious  problem  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  exists  in 
the  towns  of  Wareham  and  Marion.  The  acuteness  of  the  problem 
is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  three  severe  hurricanes  have  struck  the 
two  towns  within  the  past  23  years  and  upon  their  I'ecurrence  would 
cause  total  flood  damages  of  over  $25  million  to  shore  properties.  In 
addition,  a  recurrence  of  these  hurricanes  would  cause  considerable 
storm  damage  to  pleasure  boat  fleets  presently  based  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  system  of 
rock-protected,  earth-flll  barriers  and  supplemental  dikes  and  walls 
consisting  of  a  barrier  1,050  feet  long  across  the  Weweantic  River 
about  1,300  feet  above  its  mouth,  including  a  55-foot  ungated  naviga¬ 
tion  opening  with  a  sill  elevation  at  11.0  feet  below  mean  sea  level,  a 
dike  extension  on  the  Avest  900  feet  long  to  high  ground  in  Marion,  a 
dike  extension  on  the  east  about  1,300  feet  long  across  Cromeset  Neck 
to  Nobska  Point,  and  a  dike  about  4,800  feet  long  along  an  existing 
powerline  north  of  U.S.  Highway  No.  6  in  the  town  of  Marion  to 
'preA^ent  flanking  of  the  WeAveantic  barrier;  a  barrier  about  4,150  feet 
long  across  the  Wareham  River  from  Nobska  Point,  including  a  100- 
foot  migated  navigation  opening  with  a  sill  elevation  at  15  feet  below 
mean  sea  level,  and  a  dike  extension  from  the  east  end  of  the  banner 
in  the  vicinity  of  Long  Beach  about  1,300  feet  to  high  groimd;  a 
barrier  about  2,800  feet  long  across  Onset  Bay  between  Burgess  Point 
ind  Sjas  Point,  including  a  partially  gated  100-foot  naAdgation  open- 
i  ag  with  a  sill  elevation  at  17.0  feet  below  mean  sea  level,  a  dike  exten- 
sion  about  1,000  feet  long  to  the  west  to  high  ground  at  Burgess  Point, 
*  dike  extension  about  1,800  feet  long  eastward  to  high  ground  at  Sias 
Point,  and  a  dike  about  900  feet  long  on  the  south  side  of  Great  Neck 
Road  1.5  miles  Avest  of  Burgess  Point;  and  a  wall  120  feet  long  and 
dikes  totaling  3,250  feet  for  protection  of  the  main  business  center  of 
Wareham. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961). — 

Federal _ _ _ 33,  811,  500 

Non-Federal _  1>  633,  500 

Total _  5, 445,  OOO 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$113, 000 

$61, 000 
13, 000 

$174,000 
13, 000 
1,000 
2,000 
2,000 

1,000 

2,000 

2,000 

Total _ _ _ 

114,000 

78,000 

192,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

458,000 

9,000 

290.000 

757, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 3.9. 

Local  cooperation. — -Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  borro^v  areas  and  spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $100,000 ;  ac¬ 
complish  all  changes,  alterations,  and  additions  to,  or  relocations  of, 
any  buildmgs  and  utilities  made  ncessary  by  the  construction  of  the 
project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $15,000;  bear  30  percent  of  the 
total  first  cost  of  construction,  a  sum  presently  estima,ted  at  $1,633,500, 
to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution  presently 
estimated  at  $1,518,500,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initia¬ 
tion  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportiomnent  of  costs  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined ;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works ;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  and  at  least  annually  notify 
those  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete  protection 
from  tidal  flooding  and  that  further  local  actions  must  be  taken  dur¬ 
ing  hurricane  emergencies.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the 
items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Bmlget. — No  objection. 
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POINT  JI'DITII,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  521,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Point  Judith  is  located  on  the  Atlantic  shore  of  Ehode 
Island  about  40  miles  south  of  Providence,  R.I. 

Authority. — Public  Works  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  resolution 
adopted  July  1,  1949. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  hurri¬ 
cane  tidal  protection  in  the  area.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  im¬ 
provement  provides  for  a  770-acre  harbor  of  refuge,  an  entrance  chan¬ 
nel  and  east  and  west  channels,  all  15  feet  deep,  a  5-acre  anchorage  10 
feet  deep,  and  a  channel  ancl  5-acr6  anchorage  basin  6  feet  deep. 
There  re  also  beach  erosion  control  works  at  Sand  Hill  Cove  State 
Beach  and  East  Matunuck  State  Beach. 

Problems. — Local  interests  desire  improvement  of  the  existing  navi¬ 
gation  improvement,  dredged  spoil  to  be  used  to  build  up  the  beaches, 
and  protection  from  hurricanes  by  dikes,  floodwalls,  dune  restoration, 
or  combination  thereof. 

Reconvmended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  hurricane 
tidal  protection  between  IMatunuck  and  Point  Judith,  consisting  of 
rock-faced  dikes,  revetment,  dunes,  bulkheads,  high  beach  berms,\nd 
abutments  and  rock  dikes  at  the  Breachway ;  modification  of  the  navi¬ 
gation  project  to  include:  (1)  Straightening  and  deepening  entrance 
channel  to  20  feet;  (2)  enlarging  10-foot  deep  anchorage  to  16  acres; 
(3)  dredging  a  channel  150  feet  wide  and  10  feet  along  the  State  finger 
piers  at  Galilee  to  an  8-acre  anchorage,  8  feet  deep;  (4)  dredging  a 
channel  and  5-acre  anchorage  south  of  Snug  Harbor;  (5)  deei)ening 
the  Wakefield  channel  to  8  feet ;  and  (6)  dredging  an  additional  7-acre 
anchorage  at  Wakefield ;  and  in  lieu  of  the  presently  authorized  beach 
erosion  project  at  East  Matunuck  State  Beach,  widen  3,830  feet  of 
beach  generally  to  150-foot  width  by  direct  placement  of  suitable 
sand  fill,  construction  of  groins,  and  installation  of  sand  fences. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level). — • 

Federal - $2,414,000 

N'on-Federal -  x,  151,  000 


Total -  3,  565,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization . -  . 

$89,100 
14, 200 
600 

$49, 100 
66,400 

$138, 200 
80,600 
600 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacement . 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids _ 

Total . . . . 

103. 900 

115,500 

219, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Hurricane  protection _  __ 

231, 800 
73, 300 
218,  700 

Navigation _  _ 

Beach  erosion  protection _ 

Total _ _ 

523,800 
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Benefit-Gost  ratio.— 2 A. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil  disposal,  pondage,  and  bor¬ 
row  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project  and  for  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  navigation  features,  when  and  as  required;  ac¬ 
complish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  and  reloca¬ 
tions  of  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities,  high¬ 
ways,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction;  bear 
32  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $1,151,- 
000,  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution  now 
estimated  at  $701,000  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation 
of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent 
work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made 
after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined ;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  of  the  project 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  navigation  features ;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion,  except  the  navigation  chan¬ 
nels,  anchorage  area,  and  aids  to  navigation,  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  assure  continued 
public  ownership  of  the  shore  upon  wliich  Federal  participation  in 
beach  erosion  control  is  based  and  its  administration  for  public  use 
during  the  economic  life  of  the  project;  control  water  pollution  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers ;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
utilities,  including  addtional  public  landings  at  Snug  Harbor  and 
Wakefield,  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
construct  and  maintain  and  bulkheads  required  for  retentioir  of 
dredged  material  discharged  to  spoil  disposal  areas  from  the  initial 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  navigation  features ;  pro¬ 
vide  suitable  facilities  at  East  Matunuck  State  Beach  to  support  the 
recreational  development  of  the  beach;  and  at  least  annually  inform 
the  public  and  those  affected  that  the  improvement  will  not  provide 
any  substantial  protection  from  ocean  surges  higher  in  elevation  than 
that  which  occurred  in  September  1938.  _  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  willingness  to  furnish  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federod  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F aborable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Ehode  Island :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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NARRAGANSETT  PIER,  RHODE  ISLAND 
(H.  Doc.  No.  195,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.) 

Location. — On  the  Atlantic  coast  near  the  mouth  of  the  west  pas¬ 
sage  into  Xarragansett  Bay,  about  30  miles  south  of  Providence,  R.I. 

Atdhority.—PwhWc  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  froject. — No  Federal  hurricane,  flood  control,  or  naviga¬ 
tion  projects  are  in  the  area.  An  authorized  beach  erosion  project 
provides  for  -widening  about  1  mile  of  beach,  construction  of  seven 
rock  groins,  and  constrnction  of  a  sand  barrier  on  Little  Neck  Point. 

Prohlems. — Hurricanes  have  caused  severe  tidal  flooding;  erosion  of 
the  beach  is  reducing  the  usable  area ;  and  there  is  a  need  for  an  im¬ 
proved  small  boat  harbor. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovem^nt. — Provides  for  improvements 
in  the  interest  of  hurricane  flood  protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and 
navigation  consisting  of:  a  sand  berm  of  about  3,000  feet  long;  con¬ 
crete  walls  about  4,500  feet  long  and  270  feet  long;  four  groins;  a  rock 
revetment;  a  land  dike  about  1,120  feet  long  with  a  culvert  and  sluice 
gate  on  Little  Neck  Pond ;  a  sand  barrier ;  a  mooring  basin  in  Narrows 
River  of  15  acres  8  feet  deep  with  an  entrance  channel  8  feet  deep  and 
100  feet  wide ;  and  a  rock  jetty  about  930  feet  long. 

Estimated  cost  {1959  price  level) . — 

Federal - $1, 152,  000 

Non- Federal _  704,  000 


Total _  1,  856,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$42,700 

4,700 

$30,600 
14, 100 

$73,300 

18,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  . 

Total _ _ _  . 

47,400 

44,700 

92, 100 

Annual  benefits; 

Flood  damages  prevented . . . 

62,500 

39,400 

22,000 

Small  boat  harbor.  _  .  . 

Beach  protection.  . . . . 

Total.... _ _ 

123,900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperatiori. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way:  accomplish  all  alterations;  bear  38  percent  of  the  total  first  cost 
presently  estimated  to  be  $704,000  which  includes  a  cash  contribution 
of  $564,000;  hold  and  save  the  LTnited  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  construction  and  maintenance;  maintain  and  operate  all  work  ex¬ 
cept  the  navigation  project;  assure  public  use  of  the  beach  improve¬ 
ment;  prevent  water  pollution;  prevent  encroachment;  provide  and 
maintain  suitable  public  landings;  and  construct  and  maintain  reten¬ 
tion  walls  for  dredged  material.  Local  interests  have  indicated  will¬ 
ingness  to  cooperate  in  the  desired  improvements. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Rhode  Island :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

NEW  LONDON,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  478,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  west  side  of  the  Thames  River  estuary  and  the 
northeast  shore  of  Long  Island  Sound,  about  50  miles  east  of  New 
Haven,  Conn. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  '84th  Congress,  1st  session. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  hurricane 
protection  projects  in  the  area.  A  low,  rockfill,  offshore  barrier  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests  south  of  Bentleys  Creek  provides  a  limited 
degree  of  wave  protection  for  an  industrial  area.  Completed  Federal 
naAdgation  projects  provide  a  33-foot  deep  channel  extending  3.8  miles 
from  Long  Island  Sound  to  State  pier,  a  23-foot  deep  channel  about 
6,000  feet  long  skirting  the  Neav  London  Avaterfront,  and  a  depth  of 
15  feet  in  ShaAv  CoA^e. 

Flood  prohlem. — -New  London  has  experienced  heavy  tidal-flood 
losses  from  past  hurricanes  and  other  great  storms.  Recurrence  of 
hurricanes  of  the  mag-nitude  of  the  1938,  1944,  and  1954  storms  would 
cause  losses  ranging  from  $250,000  for  the  1944  hurricane  to  $5,500,000 
for  the  1938  hurricane. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  a  section  of  bar¬ 
rier  and  Avails  extending  about  3,260  feet  from  the  vicinity  of  the  ferry 
deck  on  Pequot  AA^enue,  across  Powder  Island  to  Fort  Trumbull, 
with  a  30-foot  gated  navigation  opening  for  the  Bentleys  Creek  chan¬ 
nel;  a  concrete  land  wall  at  Smith  Street  Avest  of  Fort  Trumbull: 
and  a  1,760-foot  barrier  and  Avail  system  across  the  mouth  of  Shaw 
Cove  Avith  a  46-foot  gated  naAdgation  opening  and  a  pumping  station 
to  dispose  of  interior  drainage. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961). — 

Federal - $2,  401,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  029,  000 


Total _  3,  430,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$91, 000 
1,000 

$45,000 
26, 000 
3,000 

$136, 000 
27, 000 
3,000 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacement _ 

Loss  of  land  producth-ity.  _ _ _ _ 

Total _  _  _ 

92,000 

74,000 

166.000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ 

244, 400 
5,900 

Increased  land  use _ 

Total _ _ _ _  ...  .  ... 

250,300 
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Bene-fit-coHt  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  including  borrow  areas  and 
spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project,  at 
costs  presently  estimated  at  $180,000;  (5)  accomplish  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  modifications  or  relocations  of  existing  sewerage 
and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities,  and  highways  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  the  construction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at 
$30,005;  (c)  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of  construction,  a 
sum  presently  estimated  at  $1,029,000  to  consist  of  items  li.sted  in  sub- 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  above  and  cash  a  contribution,  now  estimated 
at  $619,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  .schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  (d)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  and 
(e)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local  in¬ 
terests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  fiumish  the  items  of  local 
co(meration. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

WESTPORT,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  412,  87th  Gong.) 

Location. — On  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island  Sound  about  40  miles 
northeast  of  New  York  City. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  Public  Law  71, 84th  Congress,  1st 
session,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  hurricane  flood  protection 
projects  in  the  area. 

Flood  problem. — Three  severe  hurricanes  and  several  other  great 
storms  have  struck  the  area  within  the  past  22  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  im.provement. — Provides  for  constriction  of 
an  earthen  dike  with  rock  paving  on  its  top  and  seaward  slope,  where 
necessary,  together  with  necessary  gated  culverts  for  interior  drainage, 
starting  at  high  ground  north  of  the  intersection  of  Compo  Koad 
South  and  Compo  Beach  Road  and  extending  southerly  along  Grays 
Creek  about  2,250  feet  to  the  vicinity  of  Agawam  Avenue ;  thence  east¬ 
ward  along  the  seaward  side  of  Compo  Beach  Road  1,460  feet  to 
Soundview  Drive  ^  and  thence  northeasterly  along  the  seaward  side 
of  Soimdview  Drive  about  1,510  feet  to  high  ground  at  Hills  Point 
Road. 
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Estimated  cost  {I960  price  level) . — 

Federal - $217,  OOO 

Non-Federal -  93,  000 


Total -  310, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$8,300 

$4,900 

3,000 

$13,200 

3,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total . . . 

8,300 

7,900 

16,200 

39,300 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $50,000;  (5)  accomplish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  relocations  and  alterations  of 
buildings  and  utilities  made  necessary  by  the  work,  at  costs  presently 
estimated  at  $3,000;  (c)  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of  the 
project,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $93,000,  to  consist  of  the  items 
listed  in  subparagraphs  (a)  and  (b)  above  and  a  cash  contribution 
now  estimated  at  $40,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement 
of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules 
as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of 
cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  teen  determined; 
(d)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  (e)  maintam  and  operate  all  the  wmrks  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  ;  and  (/)  at  least  annually  notify  those  affected 
that  the  project  will  not  provide  protection  from  surges  in  Long 
Island  Soimd  higher  in  elevation  than  that  experienced  during  the 
1938  hurricane.  They  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  items 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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MYSITC,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  411,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Mystic  is  located  in  southeastern  Connecticut,  on  both 
banks  of  the  lower  Mystic  Eiver  which  empties  into  Long  Island 
Sound. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  at  Mystic.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  project 
provides  for  a  channel  12  to  15  feet  deep,  extending  3.75  miles  up¬ 
stream  from  the  mouth,  and  an  anchorage  and  turning  basin  9  feet 
deep.  Local  interests  have  constructed  wharves,  docks,  and  repair  and 
service  facilities. 

Flood  problem. — Three  severe  hurricanes  have  struck  Mj'stic  since 
the  beginning  of  1938  causing  damages  of  serious  proportion.  At  1960 
price  levels  total  flood  damages  of  about  $6  million  would  result 
from  a  recurrence  of  these  three  hurricanes  and  two  other  severe 
stonns  which  occurred  during  this  period. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  for  two  eaifh  fill 
barriers  protected  by  armor  stone  and  riprap  with  crests  16.5  feet 
above  mean  sea  level,  one  about  3,200  feet  long  across  the  harbor  in 
the  vicinity  of  Sixpenny  Island  with  a  75-foot  navigation  opening, 
and  one  about  1,950  feet  long  across  the  inlet  east  of  Mason  Island 
with  a  12-foot  small  boat  opening  at  the  causeway  bridge,  together 
with  necessary  gates  and  stoplogs;  a  land  dike  about  450  feet  long, 
with  crest  elevation  16.5  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  on  the  west  side 
of  IMason  Island  with  a  gated  drainage  structure ;  and  two  land  dikes 
with  crests  15.5  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  having  a  total  length  of 
alxmt  2,000  feet  on  the  mainland  northeast  of  Mason  Island,  together 
with  necessaiy  appurtenances. 

Estimated,  cost  {price  level  of  1960) . — 

Federal _ $1, 490,  000 

Non-Federal _  638,  000 

Total _  2, 128,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$57, 000 
1,000 

$27,400 

14,800 

200 

$84,400 

15,800 

200 

Total _ _ _ 

58,000 

42,400 

100, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _  _  _ 

165, 000 
10,000 

Elimination  of  emergency  cost _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

175,000 
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Bene  jit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  riglits-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  (hj  accomplish  all  it- 
locations  and  alterations  of  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  build¬ 
ings,  utilities,  highways,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the 
constmction ;  ( cj  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $638,000,  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  in  {a)  and  (&) 
above  and  a  cash  contributiorr  now  estimated  at  $549,000,  to  be  paid 
either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance 
with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the 
final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values 
have  been  determined;  {d)  hold  and  save  the  United  Stat^  free  from 
damages  due  to  construction  of  the  project ;  and  (e)  maintain  and  oper- 
ate  all  the  works  after  completion,  except  aids  to  navigation,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture ;  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

NAUGATUCK  RIVER.  ANSONIA-DERBY,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  437,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.— city  of  Ansonia  and  the  town  of  Derby  are  adjoin¬ 
ing  communities  located  in  southern  Connecticut,  on  the  Naugatuck 
River  about  12  miles  above  Long  Island  Sqrrnd. 

Authority. — A  resolution  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  September  14, 1955,  and  similar  resolutions  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  adopted  June  13,  1956,  and  Jrrne  23,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  Federal  flood-control  improvements  in  the  basin 

affecting  Ansonia-Derby  consist  of  seven  resemnirs,  for  flood  control, 
authorized  by  Congress.  One  reservoir,  Thomaston,  is  located  at  rnile 
30  on  the  main  stream  and  has  been  in  operation  for  flood  control  since 
September  1960.  None  of  the  other  reservoirs  areyrnder  construction. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  of  the  Naugatuck  River  causes  damages 
to  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  and  other  properties  located  in 
Ansonia-Derby  and  creates  health,  safety,  and  economic  problems 
which  adversely  affect  the  welfare  of  the  cities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  approximately 
12,470  linear  feet  of  levee  and  floodwall,  with  appurtenant  works,  for 
the  protection  of  approximately  232  acres  of  industrial,  commercial, 
and  residential  areas  in  Ansonia-Derby. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  J anuary  1960) . — 

Federal _ 000 

Non-Federal _  ^0,  000 


Total. 


6,  000,000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

No.n-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$208,900 

0 

0 

$15,200 

10,700 

2,300 

$224, 100 
10,700 
2,300 

Total . . . . . . 

208,900 

28,200 

237, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

206,000 

84,000 

Enhancement  from  reduction  of  flood  hazard _ 

Total . . 

290,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooferation. —  (a)  Contribute  in  cash  because  of  the  more 
costly  plan  desired  by  local  interests  for  the  River  Street  area,  1.4 
percent  of  the  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $80,000,  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
contribution  to  be  determined  after  actual  costs  are  known;  (&)pro- 
Aude,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  constiTiction  of  the  project,  including 
changes  to  highway  bridges  and  roads,  railroad  track,  sewers,  and 
other  utilities ;  (c)  hold  and  saA’e  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  Avorks ;  (d)  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  Avith  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  (e)  prevent  encroacliment  on  the  im- 
proA’ed  channels  or  on  the  ponding  areas,  and  if  capacities  are  im¬ 
paired,  provide  equiA’alently  etfectiA’e  storage  or  pumping  capacity 
without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local  interests  are  Avilling  to 
furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior :  FaAmrable. 

Department  of  Commerce  :  FaA’orable. 

Department  of  Agriculture  :  FaAmrable. 

State  of  Connecticut :  FaA'orable. 

C om-ments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

ROXDOrT  CREEK  AND  AVALLKILL  RIA’ER,  N.Y.  AND  N.J. 

(S.  Doc.  113,  87th  Cong.) 

T.ocation. — Rondout  Creek  drains  1.197  square  miles  in  .southern 
NeAv  York  and  northern  XeAv  Jersey  and  empties  into  the  Hudson 
Rii’er,  near  Kingston,  N.Y.  Its  prijicipal  tributary,  Wallkill  Rwer, 
drains  786  square  miles  and  enters  the  main  stem  just  below  LefeA’'er 
Falls,  7.5  miles  abo\"e  the  creek  mouth. 

Authority. — The  report  is  in  partial  response  to  two  resolutions  of 
the  Senate  Public  Woi-ks  Committee  adopted  September  14,  1955.  and 
NoA’ember  14, 1955. 

Existing  project. — Clearing  and  snagging  on  Rondout  Creek  at 
Ro.sendale  and  upstream  locations  Avas  authorized  in  April  1956  and 
completed  in  April  1957. 
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Flood  proUem. — Floods  affect  over  23,800  acres  of  rural  land  of 
the  250  acres  of  affected  urban  area,  approximately  200  acres  are 
located  in  Kosendale  and  Ellenville.  At  Rosendale,  tlie  flood  of 
October  1955  was  the  most  severe  following’  by  2  months  the  previous 
record  flood  of  August  1955.  One  drowning  occurred  along  Beer  kill. 
Average  annual  damages  on  Rondout  Creek  are  $247,600 :  on  Sandburg 
Creek,  $267,400 ;  and  on  Wallkill  River  and  tributaries,  $367,300. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  only  localities  for  which 
protective  works  are  economically  justified  at  this  time  are  Rosendale 
and  Ellenville.  At  Rosendale  improvements  would  be  made  on  Rond¬ 
out  Creek  primarily  by  channel  excavation,  floodwall  and  levee  con¬ 
struction,  ponding  areas,  a  pump  station,  utility  and  road  changes, 
and  drainage  structures.  At  Ellenville  improvements  would  be  made 
on  Beer  kill  and  Fantine  kill  by  the  construction  of  floodwalls,  levees, 
and  channel  improvements  with  appurtenant  ponding  areas,  drainage 
structures,  utility  changes,  and  bridge  replacements  and  alterations; 
and  improvement  of  north  gully,  by  a  concrete  chute,  bridge  recon¬ 
struction,  upstream  debris  dam,  utility  changes,  and  drainage  struc¬ 
tures. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1960) . — 

Federal _ $5,  111,  000 

Non-Fed  eral _  836, 100 


Total _  5,  947, 100 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$193, 700 

0 

0 

$30, 200 
24,500 
6, 100 

$223, 900 
24,500 
5, 100 

Total  _ _ - _ _ 

193, 700 

59,800 

253,500 
311, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2  to  1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
improvements;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  alterations  of  highways,  highway  bridges,  utility  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities  made  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project:  pro¬ 
tect  the  channels,  ponding  areas,  and  other  flood-control  works  from 
future  encroachment  or  obstruction  that  would  reduce  their  flood-car¬ 
rying  capacity  and  control  development  of  the  fringe  areas  not  pro¬ 
tected  by  the  proposed  improvement  with  a  view  to  preventing  an  un¬ 
due  increase  in  the  flood-damage  potential ;  and  maintain  and  operate 
each  usable  element  of  the  work  after  completion  of  the  element  and 
of  all  the  works  after  completion  thereof  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  cooperate  in  them. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agi'iculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 
Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  New  York :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey :  Favorable. 

Commients  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


RARITAN  BAY  AND  SANDY  HOOK  BAY,  N.J. 


(H.  Doc.  464,  87th  Cong.) 


ZocariW.— 21-mile  length  of  Shores  of  Raritan  and  Sandy  Hook 
Bays  between  South  Amboy  and  Highlands.  The  western  end  is 
about  30  miles  southwest  of  midtown  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1930, 
pertaining  to  cooperative  beach  erosion  control  investigations;  and 
Public  Law  71,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  Jime  15, 1955,  pertaining  to  hurri¬ 
cane  investigations  of  the  eastern  and  southern  seaboard. 

Existing  project. — None  for  hurricane  or  beach  protection.  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  through  the  Works  Progress  Administration  partici¬ 
pated  in  constructing  some  protective  works.  Under  authorized  Navi¬ 
gation  projects  jetties  at  Cheesequake  Creek  were  built  in  1882-83  at 
a  cost  of  $40,000,  and  the  breakwater  off  Atlantic  Highlands  was  com¬ 
pleted  in  1940  at  a  cost  of  $562,726,  of  which  local  interests  contributed 
$53,790.  Since  1929  considerable  productive  work  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  by  local  interests  at  a  cost  of  about  $1  million. 

Problem.  There  is  a  need  for  protection  of  shore  areas  from  erosion 
by  wave  attack  and  from  inundation  from  storm  tides. 

_  Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  {a)  construc¬ 
tion  of  8,8 W  feet  of  beach  fill  and  1,940  feet  of  tie-back  levee  with 
necessary  interior  drainage  facilities  and  road  crossings  in  Madison 
Township;  {b)  construction  of  4,800  feet  of  beach  fill  in  Matawan 
Township;  (c)  3,000  feet  of  beach  fill  at  Union  Beach;  and  {d)  con¬ 
struction  of  14,150  feet  of  each  fill,  13,290  feet  of  tie-back  levee,  and 
thr^  rock  groins  to  be  provided  when  required  together  with  interior 
drainage  facilities  and  road  crossing  at  Keansburg,  and  East  Keaus- 
burg.  Provides  for  reimbursement  to  local  interests  of  $57,000  as 
the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  incurred  by  them  in  accomplishing  the 
beach  protection  work  at  Keausburg  in  1957. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  May  1960)  .— 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal. 


$3,  097,  000 
1,  651, 000 


Total_, 


4,  748,  OOO 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$111,400 

$60,000 

72,800 

$171,  400 
72,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ 

111,400 

132,800 

244, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Hurricane  protection _ _ _ _ _ 

360,  500 
178, 300 

Shore  protection _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . 

538,800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas  necesary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  storm 
drains,  utilities,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construc¬ 
tion;  bear  35.2  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  consisting  of  the  items 
stated  above  and  a  cash  contribution  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  construction  of  ]iertinent  items,  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have 
b^n  detennined ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  all  the  works  after  comple¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army ;  maintain  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project  con¬ 
tinual  public  ownership  of  the  non-Federal  publicly  owned  shares  and 
continual  availability  for  public  use  of  privately  owned  shore  equiva¬ 
lent  to  that  upon  which  the  recommended  Federal  participation  is 
based ;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the 
health  of  bathers;  obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  de¬ 
tailed  plans  and  specifications  for  the  work  contemplated  and  arrange¬ 
ments  for  its  prosecution,  prior  to  commencement  of  any  work  on 
the  recommended  beach-protection  phase  of  the  project  at  Mata  wan 
Township  and  Borough  of  Union  Beach  or  the  beach-protection  phase 
of  the  project  at  Madison  Township  for  which  Federal  participation  is 
planned,  if  undertaken  separately  from  the  recommended  combined 
improvement;  construct,  concurrently  with  the  recommended  beach 
fill,  suitable  parking  fields  and  bathhouses  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ; 
and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  hurricane 
improvements  will  not  provide  substantial  protection  from  bay  surges 
higher  in  elevation  than  that  of  hurricane  Donna,  September  12,  1960. 
L^al  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 
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JUNIATA  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  PENNSYIA'ANIA 
(H.  Doc.  565,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Juniata  River  is  located  in  south  central  Pennsylvania, 
and  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  the  Frankstown  Branch  and  Little 
Juniata  River.  Meandering  102  miles  easterly,  the  Juniata  River 
joins  the  Susquehanna  River  about  84  miles  above  Chesapeake  Bay. 
Raystown  Branch  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Juniata  River. 

Authority. — This  report  is  in  full  response  to  authority  provided 
in  section  11  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944, 
and  in  section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  xict  approved  September  B, 
1954. 

Existing  project. — The  only  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
Juniata  River  Basin  is  one  for  local  protection  at  Tyrone,  Pa.,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944.  It 
provides  for  the  construction  of  a  levee,  floodwalls,  improved  channels, 
pressure  conduits,  and  pertinent  works,  at  an  estimated  cost  to  the 
United  States,  revised  in  1960,  of  $9,400,000.  Local  cooperation  has 
not  been  furnished  and  no  work  has  been  performed. 

Flood  prohlem. — The  area  subject  to  floods  by  the  Juniata  River 
extends  throughout  the  entire  length  of  the  basin  and  is  both  urban 
and  rural.  Towns  and  villages  affected  are  Williamsburg,  Tyrone, 
Huntingdon,  Smithfield  Township,  Bedford,  Everett,  Mount  Union, 
Lewistown,  Mifflin,  and  Newport.  In  the  basin  are  farms  and  resi¬ 
dences,  business  and  commercial  establishments,  public  utilities,  rail¬ 
roads,  and  highways,  all  of  which  are  subject  to  floods.  The  greatest 
losses  were  caused  by  the  March  1936  flood.  Floods  have  caused 
damages  in  excess  of  $14  million  from  1936  to  the  present  based  on 
damage  estimates  made  after  each  flood  and  on  prices  then  current. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  most  suitable  plan  of 
improvement  to  serve  the  water-resource  needs  of  the  basin  would 
consist  of  a  multiple-puiqiose  reservoir  on  the  Raystown  Branch  to 
provide  for  flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  recreation,  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  low-flow  augmentation  for  water-quality  improvement. 
The  recommended  plan  consists  of  a  dam  and  earthfill  construction 
with  a  maximum  height  of  225  feet  above  the  streambed  and  a  length 
of  about  1,770  feet;  a  spillway  controlled  by  gates,  located  in  a  saddle 
of  a  ridge  near  the  damsite ;  a  powerhouse  located  downstream  from 
the  dam;  three  tunnels  through  the  ridge  to  supply  the  turbines;  a 
re-regulating  dam,  located  at  river  mile  0.5,  provided  to  reduce  fluctua¬ 
tion  of  discharges  from  the  peaking  power  operation;  preservation 
of  the  sites  against  incompatible  development;  and  provided  that 
installation  of  the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made  until 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  for  approval  of  the  President. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1960) . — 


Federal _ $77,  361,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total  ’ _  77, 361,  000 

1  $32,150,000  without  power  as  recommended  by  committee. 

Project  economics  — 

Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $2,  796,  000 

Economic  cost  of  land _  136,  000 

Operation,  maintainance,  and  replacement _  600,  000 

Taxes  foregone _  1, 100,  000 


Total _  4,  632,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Power -  4, 189,  000 

Recreation -  1, 104,  000 

Flood  control _  576,  000 

Fishery -  84,  000 

Water  quality _  70,  000 


Total -  6,023,000 


Bene, fit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

C omments  o  f  the  S tate  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania :  Favorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Advises  that  there  would 
be  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress,  subject  to 
consideration  of  the  following :  That  it  would  be  preferable  for  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  power-generating  facilities  to  await  completion 
and  consideration  by  Congress  of  the  reexamination  report  proposed 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  normal  preauthorization  procedures; 
that  if  power-generating  facilities  should  be  conditionally  authorized 
at  this  time,  the  reexamination  report  to  be  prepared  for  submission 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  by  the  President  should 
take  full  cognizance  of  the  plans  of  the  investor-owned  public  utilities 
in  the  area,  and  contain  information  in  sufficient  detail  to  demonstrate 
that  inclusion  of  hydroelectric  power  facilities  in  the  project  is  fi¬ 
nancially  feasible  in  the  light  of  pertinent  reimbursement  and  repay¬ 
ment  policies  in  effect  at  the  time;  that  the  Congress  should  be  fur¬ 
nished  with  more  detailed  data  relative  to  a  project  without  power  but 
with  provisions  for  future  installation  at  the  time  the  project  is  being 
considered  for  authorization;  and  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  wish  to  consider  deferring  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress 
pending  completion  of  the  comprehensive  survey  of  the  Susquehanna 
River  now  being  undertaken  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  construction  of  the  dam  and 
reservoir  on  the  Raystown  Branch  of  the  Juniata  River  is  urgently 
needed  to  reduce  flood  heights  along  the  Juniata  River  below  the 
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dam  and  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Susquehanna  River.  In  addition, 
it  notes  that  the  reservoir  created  by  the  dam  will  meet  a  growing 
demand  in  the  area  for  public  outdoor  water-associated  recreation 
and  for  conservation  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  In  view  of 
the  considerable  opposition  to  inclusion  of  power  as  a  feature  of  the 
Raystown  project,  the  committee  recommended  the  project  with  power 
features  eliminated.  It  notes  that  a  project  without  power  will  fully 
serve  the  remaining  purposes  and  is  economically  justified.  The  com¬ 
mittee  notes  that  if  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deems  it  desirable,  he  may 
submit  a  reexamination  report  on  the  power  generating  features  to 
the  Congress  for  its  consideration.  The  Federal  cost  of  the  project 
with  the  power  features  eliminated  is  $32,150,000. 

DEI.AWARE  RnmR  BASIN,  N.Y.,  N.J.,  PA.,  AND  DEL. 

(H.  Doc.  522,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Delaware  River  drains  a  relatively  long,  narrow 
area  in  the  Northeastern  United  States.  The  area  extends  approxi¬ 
mately  265  miles  southward  from  the  western  slo^ies  of  the  Catskill 
Mountains  in  New  York  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  at  the  mouth  of  Dela¬ 
ware  Bay  lietween  Cape  May  in  New  Jersey  and  Cape  Henlopen  in 
Delaware.  The  basin  boundary  encompasses  2,362  square  miles  in 
southeastern  New  York,  6,422  square  miles  in  eastern  Pennsylvania; 
2,969  square  miles  in  western  New  Jersey;  1,004  square  miles  in  Dela¬ 
ware  ;  8  square  miles  in  the  northeastern  comer  of  Maryland,  and  782 
square  miles  of  water  surface  in  Delaware  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  adopt¬ 
ed  September  14, 1955,  and  other  resolutions. 

Existing  project. — Federal  improvements  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  consist  of  the  Prompton  and  Edgar  Jadwin  Reservoirs  in  the 
Lackawaxen  River  Basin,  the  Bear  Creek  Reservoir  on  Lehigh  River 
and  local  protection  works  at  Allentown  and  Bethlehem,  Pa.,  SCS 
programs  are  underway  on  four  watersheds  and  planned  for  16  other 
watersheds.  Authorized  Federal  navigation  projects  for  the  Dela¬ 
ware  River  provide  for  a  channel  40  feet  deep  from  the  sea  for  126.3 
miles  to  Newbold  Island,  thence  35  feet  deep  for  about  5%  miles  to 
Trenton,  thence  12  feet  deep  for  about  miles  to  the  head  of  navi¬ 
gation.  Appurtenant  facilities  and  numerous  tributary  channels  on 
both  sides  of  Delaware  River  and  Bay  also  are  provided  under  the 
existing  project. 

Flood  problems. — Major  floods  in  the  Delaware  River  Basin  are 
usually  associated  with  severe  storms  resulting  in  widespread  heavy 
precipitation  and  often  accompany  hurricanes.  The  area  of  major 
flood  damages  along  the  main  stem  of  the  Delaware  River  lies  along 
the  95-mile  reach  from  Delaware.  Water  Gap,  Pa.,  to  Burlington, 
N.  J.  Damage  centers  at  Honesdale  and  Hawley  in  the  Lackawaxen 
Basin  are  now  afforded  protection  by  reservoirs  and  local  protection 
works.  In  the  Lehigh  River  Basin,  the  Bear  Creek  Reservoir,  and 
local  protection  works  provide  protection  for  damage  centers  at  Weiss- 
port,  Allentown,  and  Bethlehem,  but  areas  elsewhere  in  the  basin  are 
subject  to  recurring  flood  damages.  In  the  Schuylkill  Basin  major 
floods  occur  along  the  75  miles  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Schuyllnll 
River. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  123 

Recorrmhended  flan  of  imfrovenient. — The  plan  of  improvement 
consists  of  11  major  control  projects  to  be  constructed  prior  to  the 
year  2010;  8  major  control  projects  to  be  developed  for  recreation 
prior  to  2010,  with  water  supply  to  be  added  subsequently;  and  39 
small  control  projects  to  be  developed  under  continuing  authoriza¬ 
tions,  subject  to  the  desires  of  local  interests.  Of  the  11  major  control 
projects  to  be  constructed  prior  to  2010,  all  would  provide  for  water 
supply  and  recreation,  8  would  provide  for  flood  control  storage  and 
2  for  generation  of  hydroelectric  power.  Eecreation  potentials  at  the 
11  major  projects  proposed  for  early  development  were  appraised 
both  for  that  directly  related  to  the  basic  water  control  project  and 
for  that  indirectly  related  to  the  basic  water  control  project  and  its 
directly  I'elated  recreation  potentials.  Cost  allocations  were  based 
on  the  basic  project  without  consideration  of  the  indirect  values  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  case  of  the  Tocks  Island  project  where  it  was  found  that 
the  widespread  regional  and  national  significance  of  the  recreation 
opportunities  warranted  the  apportionment  of  all  specific  and  allo¬ 
cated  recreation  costs  to  Federal  costs.  Also,  it  was  found  that  at 
the  Tocks  Island  project  the  development  of  pumped  storage  hydro¬ 
electric  facilities  would  probably  be  feasible  as  either  a  Federal  or 
non-Federal  venture.  However,  because  of  difficulties  in  firmly  as¬ 
sessing  production  costs  and  power  values  authority  for  construction 
of  the  pumped  storage  features  was  not  recommended.  The  recom¬ 
mended  plan  would  reduce  average  annual  flood  damages  about  43 
percent  along  the  principal  waterways  and  about  33  percent  in  the 
upstream  areas.  The  plan,  also,  would  meet  streamflow  require¬ 
ments  for  the  basin  to  year  2010,  including  authorized  diversions. 

First  costs  and  annual  O.M.  &  R. — The  first  cost  of  the  long-range 
plan  of  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Delaware  Kiver 
Basin  consisting  of  a  58-reservoir  system,  is  estimated  at  $591  million, 
of  ■which  the  initial  and  ultimate  Federal  costs  are  estimated  at  $232 
million,  and  $143  million,  respectively.  The  plan  of  development 
provides  for  Federal  construction  of  six  reservoirs  and  modification 
of  two  authorized  projects,  which  are  included  in  the  comprehensive 
plan,  at  initial  and  ultimate  Federal  costs  estimated  at  $224  million, 
and  $135  million,  respectively.  The  following  table  lists  the  projects 
in  the  comprehensive  plan,  together  with  estimated  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  costs  of  construction  and  annual  maintenance. 


9004S — 62 


9 


124  RIVER  AXD  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Comprehensive  plan  of  development,  Delaware  River  Basin 

[Costs  In  thousands  of  dollars.  Totals  may  not  agree  with  sums  due  to  rounding] 


Costs 

Project 

Purpose 

Construction 

Annual  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement 

Federal 

Non- 
Federal  i 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 
Federal  i 

Total 

MAJOR  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Hawk  Mountain _ 

(>) 

42,000 

42,000 

291 

2^1 

Newark _ _ _ 

(•) 

15, 300 

15’  300 

190 

Christiana _ _ _ 

(?) 

18,000 

18;  000 

302 

302 

Subtotal . . . 

73, 300 

75,300 

783 

783 

Prompton  < . . . 

(») 

470 

4,600 

4, 970 

30 

54 

84 

Tocks  Island _ _ _ 

(«) 

93,  500 

28,500 

122, 000 

1, 872 

98 

1, 970 

Bear  Creek *  * _ _ 

(») 

4, 290 

9,110 

13, 400 

56 

64 

120 

Beltzville _ 

P) 

6,260 

7,640 

13, 800 

60 

48 

108 

.\quashicola _ 

(‘) 

8,600 

10,400 

19,000 

41 

44 

85 

Tfexler . . 

P) 

4, 330 

5, 770 

10, 100 

57 

47 

104 

Malden  Creek _ 

(‘) 

9,800 

17, 800 

27,600 

83 

55 

138 

Blue  Marsh _ _ 

(‘) 

7,090 

5,410 

12,500 

73 

38 

111 

Subtotal _ 

134, 900 

89, 100 

224,000 

2, 260 

450 

2,710 

Total . . 

134, 900 

164,400 

299, 300 

2,260 

1,240 

3,500 

MAJOR  PROJECTS  TO  BE  DEVELOPED  IN  TWO  STAGES' 


Paulina _ 

(3) 

(») 

(») 

(>) 

(») 

(») 

(») 

m 

23, 100 
16,300 
28,000 
29,600 
21,800 
46, 400 
18,  700 
23,800 

23, 100 
16, 300 
28,000 
29.600 
21,800 
46,400 
18,700 
23,800 

221 

115 

553 

332 

276 

415 

332 

345 

221 

115 

553 

332 

276 

415 

332 

345 

Pequest . . 

Hackettstown _ 

New  Hampton _ _ _ 

Tohickon _ 

Newton _ 

French  Creek _ _ _ 

Evansburg . . . 

Total _ _ _ 

208,000 

208, 000 

2,590 

2,590 

SMALL  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Parkside _ 

Swiftwater _ 

Jim  Thorpe _ 

36  small  projects 


(*) 

(») 

(») 

(10) 


Total _ 

Total  plan.. 
Total  plan  u 


1,000 

»21 

1,020 

0.3 

0.3 

1,030 

e  47 

1,080 

.3 

.3 

445 

»24 

469 

.3 

.3 

6, 270 

782 

7,060 

11 

11 

8,  750 

874 

9,630 

12 

12 

143, 000 

374,000 

517, 000 

2,260 

3,840 

6, 100 

203, 000 

388,000 

691, 000 

5,940 

4,360 

10,300 

>  Excludes  costs  and  benefits  for  Indirectly  related  recreation  except  at  Tocks  Island. 

3  Water  supply,  recreation,  and  power. 

•  Water  supply  and  recreation. 

‘  Costs  and  benefits  for  adding  water  supply  and  recreation  to  existing  flood-control  project. 

•  Water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  and  flood  control. 

•  Water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  flood  control,  and  conventional  power. 

’  Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements  costs  are  for  mltlal  stage  only. 

•  Flood  control  and  recreation. 

•  Excludes  nominal  amount  for  optional  recreation  facilities. 

Flood  control. 

11  Includes  pumped-storage  hydro  at  Tocks  Island  and  indirect  recreation  in  other  18  major  projects. 
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Project  economics — 

Costs  and  benefits  in  thousands  of  dollars 

[Totals  may  not  agree  witb  sums  due  to  roimding] 


Annual 

Annual  benefits 

Benefit- 

Estimated 

Project 

economic 
cost  J 

Flood 

control 

Directly 

related 

recreation 

Power 

Water 

supply 

Total  > 

to-cost 

ratio 

date  of 
need 

MAJOR  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Hawk  Mountain.... 

2,760 

291 

755 

2, 180 

3,220 

1.2 

2001 

Newark _ 

998 

876 

794 

1,670 

1.7 

1975 

Christiana _ _ 

1, 260 

1,730 

639 

2, 370 

1.9 

1980 

'349 

295 

130 

307 

437 

1.3 

1974 

Tocks  Island _ 

7,700 

1,460 

10,000 

1,820 

3,800 

17, 100 

2.2 

1975 

714 

1,060 

161 

1,300 

1, 461 

2. 1 

1989 

683 

286 

174 

669 

1, 130 

1.7 

1965 

876 

293 

159 

485 

936 

1.1 

1981 

Trexler _ 

663 

114 

281 

464 

858 

1.6 

1972 

1,390 

244 

424 

833 

1,501 

1. 1 

1982 

’  643 

302 

217 

531 

1,060 

1.6 

1969 

MAJOR  PROJECTS  TO  BE  DEVELOPED  IN  TWO  STAGES  5 


Paulina _ 

Pequest _ 

Hackettstown. 
New  Hampton 

Toliickon _ 

Newton _ 

French  Creek.. 
Evansburg _ 


766 

960 

960 

350 

499 

499 

1,420 

1,040 

898 

2, 400 

1,  440 
1,200 

2,400 
1,440 
1,200 
1,800 
1, 440 

1,970 

876 

i;800 

1,440 

1,500 

1,170 

1,500 

1.3 

1.4 
1.7 
1.4 
1.3 

.9 

1.6 

1.3 


SMALL  CONTROL  PROJECTS  < 


Parkside.--— _ _ 

37 

42 

42 

1.1 

39 

71 

71 

1.8 

Jim  Thorpe _ _ _ 

17 

18 

18 

1.03 

36  small  projects _ 

267 

467 

457 

1.7 

1  Excludes  costs  and  benefits  for  indirectly  related  recreation  except  at  Tocks  Island.  Costs  and  benefits 
for  Tocks  Island  Include  $3,476,000  and  $6,341,000,  respectively,  for  indirectly  related  recreation. 

2  Costs  and  benefits  for  adding  water  supply  and  recreation  to  existing  flood  control  projects. 

»  Site  acquisition  for  recreation  immediately  and  development  for  water  supply  as  needed. 

*  To  be  accomplisbed  under  existing  authorities  and  continuing  programs. 


Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  give  assurances 
that  they  will : 

(1)  Make  demands  for  the  u.se  of  water  storage  within  a  period 
whicla  will  permit  paying  out  of  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply 
within  the  life  of  the  project;  such  costs  to  be  detennined  by  applying 
the  percentages  given  in  the  report  to  actual  costs  for  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  major  replacement.  These  water  supply 
costs  are  presently  estimated  at  $89,100,000  for  construction  and  $450,- 
000  annually  for  maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replacements. 

(2)  Prevent  encroachment  on  the  stream  channels  downstream  from 
the  reservoirs  to  the  extent  needed  to  provide  reasonably  efficient  reser¬ 
voir  operation. 

(3)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  Avater- rights 
claims  resulting  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  reservoirs; 
and 
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(-1)  Agree  to  unclei'take  establishment  and  prosecution  of  programs 
for  the  acquisition  of  lands,  and  to  develop  facilities  as  needed  for 
the  recreation  developments  assigned  to  them. 

C ommcnts  of  States^  muniGifolities^  arid  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  New  York :  No  objections  to  approval  of  eight  major 
projects  in  which  the  Federal  Government  would  participate  but 
reserved  any  statement  relative  to  the  remainder  of  the  plan  until 
the  basin  commission  has  considered  the  plan. 

State  of  New  Jersey :  Approved  the  eight  major  projects  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  would  participate  but  preferred 
to  refrain  from  comment  on  the  remainder  of  the  plan  until  the 
basin  commission  has  considered  the  plan. 

State  of  Delaware :  Objected  to  grouping  of  counties  by  sub- 
regions  as  used  in  the  report ;  cited  the  urgent  need  for  additional 
pollution  investigations  and  water  quality  recovery  research :  con¬ 
tended  that  the  report  placed  primary  emphasis  upon  surface 
waters  and  relegated  Delaware’s  water  problems  to  a  localized 
minor  role ;  from  a  comparison  of  potentials,  concluded  that  the 
two  proposed  reservoirs  in  Delaware  and  the  Tocks  Island  Res¬ 
ervoir  would  be  equally  of  national  significance  with  regard  to 
recreation ;  expressed  the  feeling  that  the  flood  damages  in  Dela¬ 
ware  were  not  given  sufficient  coverage ;  questioned  the  estimates 
of  future  irrigable  land  in  Delaware  as  used  in  the  report;  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  report’s  failure  to  include  in  the  plan  of  develop¬ 
ment  the  alternate  sources  of  water  to  meet  Delaware’s  needs; 
questioned  the  treatment  of  the  water  supply  potentials  of  the 
proposed  Brandywine  development  as  planned  by  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Pennsylvania ;  and  pointed  out  the  continuing  need  for 
information  on  water  uses  and  the  need  to  keep  the  plaiming 
report  a  “living  document.” 

Commonwealth  of  Pemisylvania :  Urged  that  attention  and 
urgency  be  given  to  the  construction  of  small  reservoirs  imder 
Public  Law  566  and  Public  Law  685;  expressed  the  view  that 
low  flow  augmentation  will  be  needed  to  insure  reasonable  water 
quality  in  the  Delaware  Basin;  stated  that  the  proposed  Hawk 
Mountain  project  would  adversely  affect  trout  and  bass  fisheries 
in  that  area ;  requested  that  consideration  be  given  to  the  provision 
of  workable  fish  passing  facilities  in  the  proposed  dams;  and, 
except  as  noted,  gave  general  approval  to  the  proposed  plan. 

City  of  Philadelphia:  Expressed  concern  over  the  treatment  in 
the  report  of  water  quality  and  quantity;  objected  to  lack  of  data 
on  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  plan  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia ; 
requested  evidence  that  the  costs  and  benefits  would  be  shared 
equitably  by  all  parties;  and  pointed  out  that  the  city  did  not 
participate  directly  in  writing  the  report. 

City  of  New  York:  Generally  favorable  with  comments  to 
clarify  the  influence,  on  the  plan,  of  New  York  City’s  existing 
Delaware  operations. 

Depai'tment  of  Commerce :  Pointed  out  the  inadequacy  of  exist¬ 
ing  control  and  map  information  for  the  area;  agreed  with  esti¬ 
mates  of  highway  relocation  costs  with  one  major  exception  and 
^iggested  coordination  with  State  highway  officials;  found  that 
Commerce  could  not  concur  in  projiosal  for  advance  acquisition 
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to  preserve  reservoir  sites  unless  financing  of  the  relocation  of 
affected  highways  is  included  in  the  proposal;  and  noted  that  the 
effects  of  the  projects  on  highway  transportation  costs  had  not 
been  included  in  the  economic  analyses. 

Department  of  Labor;  Acknowledged  receipt  of  report  and 
offered  no  comment. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Concurred  generally  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  and  the  request  for  authorization  to  construct  six 
major  control  projects  and  modify  two  existing  Federal  projects; 
assumed  plan  will  be  subject  to  continuing  study,  review,  and 
modification  as  warranted ;  concurred  in  finding  of  national  sig¬ 
nificance  of  Tocks  Island  recreation  and  full  Federal  funding; 
proposed  modification  of  report  to  provide  authority  for  corps 
to  acquire  land  for  conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life;  concurred  in  proposal  for  advance  acquisition  of  sites;  agreed 
that  proposed  Tocks  Island  project  be  recommended  for  authori¬ 
zation  and  that  further  study  be  undertaken  before  conclusions 
regarding  adjacent  pumped  storage  potentials;  requested  further 
study  of  mineral  activities  at  certain  project  sites;  and  agreed 
generallj^  with  the  substance  and  recommendations  of  the  report 
except  as  noted  above. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Noted  that  the  report  jioints  out 
the  need  for  programs  concerned  with  the  use  and  treatment  of 
land  and  cover  and  advised  that  such  programs  are  now  underway 
in  the  basin  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture ;  pointed  out  that 
the  small  control  projects  were  appraised  only  for  flood  control 
and  expressed  the  belief  that  additional  small  control  project 
would  be  found  economically  feasible  if  apprasied  for  multiple 
purposes;  and  requested  that  the  report  recommended  Federal 
development  of  the  power  potential,  including  pumped  storage, 
found  economically  feasible  with  provisions  requiring  j^refeience 
to  public  bodies  and  cooperatives  in  the  dispostition  of  the  powers. 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare :  Noted  that  the 
report  contains  no  discussion  of  possible  pollution  control  bene¬ 
fits;  repeated  USPPIS  recommendations  regarding  programs  for 
water  quality  management  and  data  collection ;  and  recommended 
adoption  of  the  vector  control  program  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
comprehensive  plan. 

Federal  Power  Commission;  Peviewed  the  findings  of  the  re¬ 
port  with  respect  to  power  and  concluded  that  the  proposed  plan 
will  serve  as  a  useful  guide  for  continuing  studies  of  efficient 
utilization  of  the  water  resources  of  the  basin. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  report  to  Congress.  However,  considers  that  in  view  of  recent  leg¬ 
islation  approving  the  Delaware  compact  and  creating  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Commission,  the  formal  adoption  by  Congress  of  the 
recommended  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Delaware  River  Basin  is  un¬ 
necessary  but  believes  the  eight  projects  recommended  for  construction 
should  be  authorized.  Also,  in  connection  with  the  complete  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  recreation  potentials  of  the  Tocks  Island  project,  wholly 
at  Federal  expense,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budge  finds 
that  such  deevlopment  would  be  appropriate  and  in  accord  with  the 
program  of  the  President,  provided  suitable  entrance,  admission,  and 
other  user  fees  are  established.- 
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NORTH  BRANCH,  POTOilAC  RIVER,  IID.  AND  W.  VA. 

(FI.  Doc.  469,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  North  Branch  of  Potomac  River  rises  near  tlie 
western  boundary  of  Maryland,  flows  generally  northeast  between 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  and  joins  the  South  Branch  about  20 
miles  below  Cumberland,  Md.,  to  form  the  Potomac  River.  It  drains 
1,328  square  miles  of  predominantly  mountainous  terrain  with  eleva¬ 
tions  ranging  from  4,860  to  600  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 

Authority. — In  full  response  to  House  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  July  29,  1955,  and  in  partial  re,sponse  to  resolu¬ 
tions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  September  14, 
1955,  January  26,  1956,  and  July  6,  1959,  as  amended  April  27,  1960, 
and  to  resolution.  House  Public  Works  Committee  adopted  August  16, 
1950.  _ 

Existing  yroiect. — A  local  flood-protection  for  Cumberland,  Md., 
and  Ridgeley,  W.  Va.,  completed  in  May  1959,  provides  for  channel 
improvements,  floodwalls  and  levees,  interior  drainage  facilities,  and 
an  industrial  dam.  The  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for  new  work 
was  $15,600,000,  exclusive  of  $1,400,000  contributed  by  local  interests 
and  $50,000  from  emergency  relief  funds.  Additional  items  such  as 
bridges,  streets,  and  rights-of-way  increased  the  total  cost  to  local  in¬ 
terests  to  $2,900,000.  In  1939,  the  Works  Progress  Administration, 
under  sponsorship  of  the  Upper  Potomac  River  Commission,  initiated 
construction  of  an  earth  and  rockfill  dam  on  Savage  River  about  4.5 
miles  above  its  junction  with  the  North  Branch.  Work  was  suspended 
in  1942  because  of  World  War  II,  and  resumed  in  1949  under  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  project  was  completed  in 
January  1952  and  transferred  to  the  Upper  Potomac  River  Commis¬ 
sion  on  July  1,  1953,  for  operation  and  maintenance.  The  total  cost 
was  $6,237,000,  of  wliich  $1,142,000  was  contributed  by  local  interests. 
The  reservoir  capacity  of  20,000  acre- feet  permits  regulation  of  stream 
flow  for  industrial  and  domestic  water  supply  and  pollution  abate¬ 
ment  and  provides  some  incidental  flood  control. 

Flood  frohlems. — Six  damaging  floods  have  occurred  in  the  past  23 
years.  Over  11,000  acres  of  valley  land  along  the  North  Branch  and 
its  tributaries  have  been  subjected  to  frequent  and  severe  floods. 
Urban  areas  have  been  flooded  to  depths  of  10  feet.  The  largest  flood 
above  Cumberland  in  recent  years  occurred  in  March  1924  and  cau.sed 
the  loss  of  five  lives.  Recurrence  of  that  flood  with  present  stage  of 
development  and  with  Savage  River  reservoir  in  operation  would 
cause  damages  of  $5,200,000.  Average  annual  flood  damages  under 
present  conditions  are  $891,800. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  on 
the  North  Branch  of  Potomac  River,  Md.,  and  W.  Va.,  of  a  dam  and 
reservoir  in  the  vicinty  of  Bloomington,  Md.,  for  flood  control,  water 
supply,  water  quality  control  and  recreation,  generally  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  of  the  district  engineer.  The  dam  would  be  a  concrete 
gravity  structure  with  an  earth  fill  embankment  on  the  right  abutment, 
approximately  1,930  feet  long,  with  a  maximum  height  of  about  287 
feet  above  the  stream  bed.  The  dam  would  contain  a  gated  spillway 
controlled  three  fainter  gates. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  19G1 ) . — 

Federal _ $50,  965,  000 

Non-Federal _  (9 

Total _  50, 965,  000 

^  $16,935,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  Interests  for  water  supply. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$1,288,000 
145, 000 
7,500 

$690, 800 
55,000 
6,000 

$1, 978, 800 
200,000 
13,500 

Maintenance  operations  and  major  replacements _ 

Economic  cost  of  land _ 

Total _ 

1, 440, 500 

751, 800 

2, 192, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

585,300 
1, 283, 300 
1, 593, 400 
120,  700 

Total  . . 

3, 582,  700 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.%. 

Local  cooperation. — The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  consist 
principally  of  the  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  low-flow  augmenta¬ 
tion.  Local  interests  must  agree  to  pay  all  the  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  amomiting  to  33.2  percent  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  and  presently  estimated  at  $16,935,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  commencement  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior 
to  commencement  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  or  as  an 
alternative,  contract  with  the  United  States  to  repay,  within  a  period 
of  50  years,  a  portion  of  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  on  the 
basis  of  initial  requirements,  amounting  to  5.8  percent  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  and  presently  estimated  at  $2,943,000,  plus  interest  dur¬ 
ing  construction  on  this  amount,  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance 
and  with  payments  to  begin  when  storage  is  first  available  for  water 
supply ;  furnish  assurances  satisf actoiy  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  they  will  repay  the  remaining  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  on 
the  basis  of  future  requirements,  amounting  to  27.4  percent  of  the 
construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $13,992,000,  plus  interest 
during  construction  on  this  amount  with  interest  on  the  unpaid  bal¬ 
ance,  beginning  10  years  after  storage  is  first  available  for  water 
supply  and  with  final  payment  to  be  made  50  years  thereafter,  except 
that  no  interest  will  be  charged  thereon  for  the  first  10  years  after 
storage  is  first  available  for  water  supply ;  contract  with  the  United 
States  to  pay  the  operation  and  maintenance  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  presently  estimated  at  $47,000  annually,  beginning  when  stor¬ 
age  is  first  available  for  water  supply;  agree  to  pay  the  rnajor  re¬ 
placement  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  as  such  costs  are  incurred, 
presently  estimated  to  average  $8,000  annually;  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  of  their  intent  to  control 
pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate 
treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source ;  and 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  that  they 
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will  protect  downstream  channels  from  encroachments  which  would 
adversely  affect  operation  of  the  project.  Many  beneficiaries  are  in¬ 
volved.  At  present  no  entity  has  agreed  to  furnish  the  required 
local  cooperation.  Establishment  of  a  legally  constituted  local  body 
capable  of  performing  this  function  is  essential  and  is  under  consid¬ 
eration. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

National  Capital  Regional  Planning  Council:  Favorable. 

Chairman,  Interstate  Commission  on  Potomac  River:  Favor¬ 
able. 

District  of  Columbia :  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania :  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia :  Favorable. 

State  of  Maryland :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

NORFOLK,  VA. 

(II.  Doc.  354,  87tli  Oongress) 

Location.  Norfolk,  \  a.,  is  on  the  port  of  Hampton  Roads,  about 
180  miles  southeast  of  Washington,  D.C.,  and  about  20  miles  west  of 
the  confluence  of  Chesapeake  Bay  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  The  major 
portion  of  the  city’s  shore  frontage  is  on  the  Elizabeth  River  and  its 
Eastern  Branch,  and  is  not  exposed  to  high  waves  from  Chesapeake 
Bay  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress, 
ist  session,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  hurricane 
projects  in  the  area.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
for  depths  of  40  feet  in  Elizabeth  River,  18  to  25  feet  in  the  Eastern 
and  Western  Branches,  and  12  feet  in  the  short  channel  up  Scotts 
Creek.  The  Elizabeth  River  and  its  Southern  Branch  are  segments 
of  the  Atlantic  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

Flood  problem. — The  downtown  section  of  the  city  of  Norfolk  is 
subject  to  periodic  flooding  from  hurricanes  and  northeast  storm  tides. 
This  salt  water  flooding  causes  damages  to  commercial,  residential,  and 
other  properties  located  in  the  low-lying  areas  and  creates  health, 
safety,  and  economic  problems  which  adversely  affect  the  welfare  of 
the  city. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  floodwall  ex¬ 
tending  for  about  2,750  feet  from  a  grade  point  near  Tazwell  and  Duke 
Streets  along  Tazwell,  Boush,  Main,  Matthews,  Water,  and  Granby 
Streets  to  a  grade  point  in  the  rear  of  the  U.S.  custom  house,  together 
with  six  closure  structures  and  necessary  adjustments  to  railroad  and 
street  crossings  adjacent  thereto;  a  storm  drain  piunp  station  at  the 
foot  of  the  City  Hall  Avenue,  together  with  necessary  collector  lines 
and  appurtenances ;  and  a  sanitary  sewage  lift  station  ‘in  the  floodwall 
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at  1  ayette  and  ater  Streets,  together  with  necessary  collector  lines, 
rorce  mains,  valve  chambers,  and  appurtenances.  Subsequent  to 
authorization  of  the  recommended  hurricane  protection  works,  and 
with  prior  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  if  the  city  elects  at  its 
own  expense  to  incorporate  features  in  highway  or  other  development 
works  in  the  waterfront  area  which  will  serve  the  purpose  of  the  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  works  in  the  area  of  local  construction,  it  is  further 
recommended  that  the  United  States  participate  in  the  cost  of  such 
features  on  a  basis  such  that  the  overall  cost  to  the  United  States 
tor  humcane  protection  shall  not  be  greater  than  that  which  would 
apply  in  the  absence  of  such  features,  and  such  that  any  resultant 
savings  m  the  overall  cost  of  the  dual  purpose  features  shall  be  shared 
equitably  between  the  United  States  and  the  city  on  the  basis  of  cost 
allocation  and  cost  apportionment  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers ; 
provided  that  such  participation  in  the  dual  purpose  features  shall 
be  subject  to  the  undertaking  of  any  necessary  remaining  hurricane 
protection  works  by  the  United  States. 

Estimuted  cost  {price  level  of  June  1959) . 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


Total -  2,  261,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ - 

$60,000 

$39,500 

15,500 

$99, 500 
15,500 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total.. . 

60. 000 

55,000 

115,000 

178,000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented. 

$1,  537, 000 
724,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $376,000;  (b)  accomplish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  relocations  and  alterations  of 
sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities,  and  other  struc¬ 
tures  made  necessary  by  the  work,  exclusive  of  storm  sewer,  street, 
and  railroad  alterations  forming  an  integral  part  of  the  protective 
works,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $237,000;  (c)  bear  30  percent 
of  the  total  first  cost  of  the  project,  exclusive  of  betterments,  a  sum 
presently  estimated  at  $658,000,  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  in  sub- 
paragi’aphs  (a)  and  (b)  above  and  a  cash  contribution  now  estimated 
at  $45,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  (d)  bear  the  entire 
cost  of  the  items  considered  as  betterments,  including  the  sewage  lift 
station,  presently  estimated  at  $66,000;  (e)  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  work;  and  (/) 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local 
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interests  have  indicated  -willingness  and  ability  to  furnish  require¬ 
ments. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia :  F avorable. 

Goimnents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection. 

CAROLINA  BEACH  AND  VICINITY,  NORTH  CAROLINA 
(H.  Doc.  418,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  area  is  in  New  Hanover  County,  about  15  miles 
southeast  of  Wilmington,  N.C.,  on  the  peninsula  which  separates  the 
lower  Cape  Fear  River  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean.  The  study  covers 
about  7  miles  of  the  shore  and  the  towns  of  Carolina  Beach  and  Kure 
Beach,  also  unincorporated  communities  of  Wilmington  Beach  and 
Hanby  Beach. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  Public  Law  520,  71st  Congress,  approved 
July  3,  1930,  and  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 
1955.  _ 

Existing  project. — No  hurricane  or  beach  protection  projects. 

Beach  erosion  and  hurricane  problem. — Intermittent  surveys  of  the 
shore  and  offshore  depths  since  1938  indicate  alternate  erosion  and 
accretion  with  a  net  accumulative  loss  of  beaches.  During  the  period 
1900  to  1959,  22  hurricanes  have  affected  Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity. 
Recurrence  of  the  maximum  hurricane  tide  of  record  caused  by  the 
hurricane  of  October  1954,  under  January  1960  prices  and  conditions, 
would  cause  inundation  and  Avave  damages  in  the  area  estimated  at 
$5,500,000.  The  average  annual  future  tidal  damages  in  the  area  are 
estimated  at  $380,800. 

Reconvm, ended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
a  dune  with  a  crown  width  of  25  feet  at  elevation  15  feet,  mean  low 
water,  together  with  an  integrated  beach  berm  of  50  feet  wide  at 
elevation  12  feet,  mean  low  water,  extending  about  25,800  feet  from 
northei-n  limits  of  Carolina  Beach  to  southern  limits  of  Kure  Beach ; 
initial  deposition  of  sufficient  suitable  material  north  of  Carolina 
Beach  to  serve  as  a  feeder  beach;  and  Federal  participation  in  the 
cost  of  beach  nourishment  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  10  years  from 
the  year  of  completion  of  the  initial  placement. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1960) . — 

Federal -  $739,  OOO 

Non-Federal -  5OO,  000 


Total 


1,  239,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortir.ation _ 

$28, 390 

$23, 420 
14,600 
50, 100 

$51, 810 
14,600 
56,700 

Maintenance  and  oneration.  _ 

Beach  nourishment _ 

6,600 

T  otal _ 

34, 990 

88, 120 

123,  no 

213, 600 
5,300 
133, 900 
23,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  nrevented _ 

Emergency  cost  saved _ 

Increased  beach  use. . . 

Increased  oronertv  use _ 

Total. _ _ _ _ 

376, 700 

Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 3.1. 

Local  cooferation.~¥'\\vm.'&\\  lands  and  riglits-of-way ;  accomplish 
necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  utilities,  and  other  struc¬ 
tures;  bear  40.3  percent  of  the  first  cost  consisting  of  the  items  above, 
and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $500,000;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  maintain  the  works  and 
nourish  the  beach,  except  that  for  the  first  10  years  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  contribute  an  amount  estimated  at  $6,600  annually  for 
nourishment;  maintain  current  public  ownership  and  use;  adopt 
ordinances  to  preserve  the  improvement;  control  water  pollution; 
obtain  prior  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  plans  for  the  beach 
protection  work;  contribute  in  cash  for  wave-protection  works  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  item  above  requiring  a  contribution  of  40.3  percent,  the 
added  cost  for  separate  construction  of  the  beach-protection  works 
presently  estimated  at  $123,000 ;  and,  annually  inform  local  interests 
that  the  project  will  not  provide  substantial  wave  protection  during 
ocean  surges  greater  than  Hurricane  Hazel,  October  15,  1954.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  No  objection. 

State  of  North  Carolina :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

CHATTAHOOCHEE  RIVER  AT  AND  IN  VICINITY  OF  WEST  POINT  AND 

FRANKLIN,  GA. 

Location. — Chattahoochee  River  forms  a  portion  of  the  border  be¬ 
tween  Alabama  and  Georgia  and  drains  the  northcentral  portion  of 
Georgia.  The  Chattahoochee  River  drainage  basin  is  440  miles  long 
and  averages  30  miles  wide.  The  Chattahoochee  and  Flint  Rivers 
join  to  form  the  Apalachicola  River. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  July  29,  1955,  and  July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — Buford  Dam  in  the  extreme  upper  watershed  for 
flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  navigation,  and  other  purposes; 
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Jim  Woodruff  lock  and  dam  on  the  lower  river  for  navigation  and 
hydroelectric  power;  and  two  other  locks  and  dams  on  the  Chat¬ 
tahoochee  Eiver  which  would  provide  navigation  to  Columbus,  Ga., 
are  nearing  completion.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  a  small 
dam  program  on  Bull  Creek  near  Columbus,  Ga.  Many  small  pri¬ 
vately  owned  dams  for  hydroelectric  power. 

Problems.- — Buford  Reservoir  controls  floods  in  the  upper  water¬ 
shed.  Average  annual  flood  damage  for  the  Chattahoochee  River  at 
and  below  West  Point  are  estimated  at  $600,000  principally  in  West 
Point,  Columbus,  and  Phenix  areas.  There  is  also  a  growing  demand 
for  power  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  West  Point 
Reservoir  for  hydroelectric  power,  flood  control,  navigation,  and  rec¬ 
reation.  The  dam  would  be  located  at  idver  mile  201.4  and  would 
form  a  reservoir  of  553,000  acre-feet  capacity ;  282,000  acre-feet  would 
be  for  power  purposes  except  for  flood  control  storage  use  of  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  204,000  acre-feet  from  December  through  April.  Storage  of 
158,000  acre-feet  would  also  be  usable  for  flood  control  above  the  power 
pool. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  prive  level). — Federal,  $52,900,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $1,  635,  000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _  518,  000 

Taxes  foregone -  518,  000 


Total -  2,  671,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  481,  000 

Power -  2,  085,  000 

Recreation -  640,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  268.  000 

Navigation -  50,000 


Total -  524,  OOO 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 


Bocal  cooperation. — Bocal  interests  shall  agree  to  inform  annually 
those  affected,  for  a  period  of  time  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  be  necessary,  that  the  proposed  project  will  provide  partial 
protection  from  floods. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  No  objection. 

Public  Health  Service,  Department  of  HEW :  No  objection. 

State  of  Alabama :  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureaxi  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  estimate  of  expected  power  revenues  from  the  West 
Point  project,  furnished  by  the  Southeastern  Power  Administration 
would  be  sufficient  to  repay  the  cost  allocated  to  power  only  over  a 
period  of  100  years.  Tlie  Bureau  also  notes  that  a  major  portion  of 
the  benefits  and  costs  of  this  project  have  Iteen  assigned  to  power 
purposes. 
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Tlie  Bureau  states  that  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944 
1‘equires  that  power  produced  at  reservoir  projects  under  control  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  be  sold  at  rates  which  will  recover  costs 
of  power  production,  and  transmission,  including  capital  investment 
allocated  to  power,  over  a  reasonable  period  of  years.  The  Bureau 
further  states  that,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  a  period  of  50  years  has  been 
considered  appropriate  for  the  recovery  of  power  investment.  Such  a 
period  was  most  recently  affinned  by  the  Congress  as  a  condition  of 
the  authorization  of  Laurel  River  Reservoir  in  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1960. 

Accordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  construction  of  the 
West  Point  Reservoir,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  would  not  be 
midertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  costs  allocated  to 
power  can  be  returned  with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  tlie  Congress. 

INTERISr  REPORT  ON  SOETII  DADE  COUNTY,  ELA.,  CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN 

FLORIDA  PROJECT 

Location. — The  area  under  consideration  is  in  the  southeastern  sec¬ 
tion  of  Dade  County,  Fla.,  south  of  Miami  along  Biscayne  Bay. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution,  adopted 
November  15, 1954  (partial  response) . 

Existing  project. — The  central  and  southern  Florida  project  pro¬ 
vides  in  part  for  a  levee  around  the  area  considered  in  this  report. 
This  levee,  designated  as  “L-31,”  and  its  control  structures  are  for  pro¬ 
tection  against  most  nonhurricane  storm  tides  and  for  regulation  of 
freshwater  flow. 

Flood  problem. — There  is  need  for  an  adequate  system  of  canals  to 
provide  drainage  for  urban  development,  with  water  control  struc¬ 
tures  to  prevent  overdrainage  of  lands  and  contamination  of  ground 
water  by  salt  water  encroachment. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  construction  of  12  major  outlet  canals  to  drain  by  gravity 
the  south  Dade  County  area  involved. 

Estimate  cost  {price  level  of  October  1960) . — 

Federal _ $13, 388,  000 

Non-Federal _  7, 065, 000 

Total _  20,  453, 000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Primary  works: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$484, 000 

$255, 000 
115,000 

$739, 000 
115,000 
40, 000 

484,000 

370, 000 
133, 000 

894, 000 
133,000 

Total  _  _ 

484, 000 

503, 000 

1,027, 000 

1, 897, 000 
1, 772, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

3, 669, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.C. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  19.2 
percent  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $2,953,000,  to  be  paid  prior  to  start  of  work  units; 
construct  and  maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facilities;  provide 
all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way;  make  all  bridge,  road,  and 
utility  relocations  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damage;  prevent  encroachment  on 
the  channel ;  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works ;  and  inform 
affected  interests  annually  that  the  project  will  provide  no  protection 
from  ocean  surges. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida:  Concurs  in  plan  but  objects  to  cost-sharing 
features,  road  relocation  standards,  and  cost  estimatas  of  main¬ 
tenance. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — ^The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  his  letter  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  has  stated  his  intention  of  coordinating  with  all  interests 
concerned  in  undertaking  the  recently  authorized  investigation  of 
means  of  supplementing  existing  water  supplies  to  the  Everglades 
National  Park.  The  Bureau  would,  therefore,  expect  preconstruc¬ 
tion  planning  of  this  project,  if  it  is  authorized,  to  be  fully  coordinated 
with  this  pending  investigation  in  order  that  there  will  be  adequate 
assurance  before  funds  for  construction  are  requested  that  the  project 
will  contribute  to  the  achievement  of  maximum  benefits  to  the  region 
and  the  Nation  from  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  area. 

The  Bureau  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress. 

INTERIM  REPORT  ON  CUTLER  DRAIN  AREA,  FLORIDA  CENTRAL  AND 
SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  PROJECT 

(S.  Doc.  123,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cutler  drain  area  comprising  about  38  square  miles  in 
Dade  County  is  located  iimnediately  south  of  Miami  on  the  Atlantic 
coast  of  Florida. 

Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  adopted 
November  15,  1954  (partial  response). 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  within  the 
Cutler  drain  area.  However,  the  area  is  encompassed  by  works  of 
the  central  and  southern  Florida  project. 

Flood  prohlem. — There  is  a  need  for  flood  control  and  drainage  in 
the  Cutler  drain  area  which  has  experienced  eight  damaging  floods 
since  1946. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  improvement  of  the  Cutler  drain  area  for  flood  control 
and  major  drainage  including  a  connecting  canal  to  Snapper  Creek 
Canal  to  permit  diversion  of  fresh-water  supply  from  the  north. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  April  1961 ) . — 

Federal - 

Non-Federal - 

Total _ 

Project  economics  {pHce  levels  April  1961). — 


$2,  063,  000 
2, 104,  000 


4, 167,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Primary  works: 

$75, 800 

$75, 900 
30,300 

$151,  700 
30,300 
35,000 

75, 800 

106, 200 
17,000 

217, 000 
17,000 

75, 800 

123, 200 

234, 000 

333, 000 
1, 017, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

1, 350, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.8. 

Local  cooperation.- — Local  interests  are  required  to  construct  and 
maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facilities;  provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way;  make  all  bridge,  road,  and  utility  reloca¬ 
tions  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches ;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damage ;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel ;  and 
maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Dep  art  ment  of  Agriculture :  N o  ob j  ection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Public  Health 
Service:  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

FOUR  RIVERS  BASINS,  FLA. 

Location. — The  Four  River  Basins  in  this  report  consist  of  the 
drainage  areas  of  four  main  streams  in  central  and  southwest  peninsu¬ 
lar  Florida  which  rise  at  or  within  the  Green  Swamp  region  and 
certain  intervening  streams  on  the  west  coast  of  Florida.  The  four 
rivers  are  the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace 
Rivers.  The  city  of  Tampa  is  located  on  Hillsborough  River. 

Authority. — Nine  resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public 
Works  Committees  and  two  items  in  acts  of  Congress. 

Existing  project. — There  are  several  authorized  navigation  im¬ 
provements  including  the  cross-Florida  barge  canal,  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  navigable  channels  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Withlacoochee  and 
Oklawaha  Rivers ;  the  Pitblachascotee  River  rom  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
to  Port  Richey,  Tampa  Harbor;  the  Oklawaha  River  to  Moss  Bluff 
Dam;  Withlacoochee  River;  Peace  River  and  Anclote  River.  There 
are  no  flood  control  projects  in  the  area. 
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Flood  'proUem. — There  is  a  water  problem  because  of  flooding  and 
poor  drainage  during  wet  seasons  and  a  lack  of  water  during  dry 
seasons  to  adequately  meet  demands  for  agi'icultural  and  domestic  use. 
Salt  water  enters  Lake  Tarpon  from  underground  and,  when  the  lake 
rises,  damages  surrounding  land. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  improvements  of  southwest  Florida,  drained  by  the 
Hillsborough,  OklaAvaha,  Withlacoochee,  Peace,  Anclote,  and  Pithla- 
chascotee  Rivers,  and  Lake  Tarpon  for  flood  control,  major  drainage, 
and  other  purposes. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  October  1961) . — 

Federal _ $57,760,000 

Non-Federal _  _  42,  020,  000 


Total _  99,780,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Primary  work: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$2. 201, 000 

$1, 475, 000 
328,000 

$3,676,000 

328,000 

601,000 

2, 201, 000 

1, 803, 000 
241,500 

4, 605, 000 
241,600 

2, 201, 000 

2, 044, 500 

4, 846, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

2, 906, 000 
3, 383, 000 
528,000 
134,000 
87,000 

7,038,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  17 
percent  of  the  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration 
presently  estimated  at  $10,700,000;  construct  and  maintain  associated 
lateral  drainage  facilities;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  ;  make  all  bridge,  road,  and  utility  relocations  except  railroad 
bridges  and  approaches;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damage;  preserve  outlet  waterways  needed  for  the  proposed  work; 
and  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works.  The  Southwest 
Florida  Water  Management  District  would  assume  responsibility  for 
local  coopei’ation. 

Comments  of  the  Stale  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida ;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
suggests  that  further  consideration  be  given  to  the  matter  of  a  local 
cash  contribution  toward  the  cost  of  the  project  for  benefits  to  recrea¬ 
tional  boating.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  the  cost  allocated  to  fish 
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and  -wildlife  enhancement  features  in  projects  of  this  kind  be  divided 
equally  between  the  Federal  Government  and  local  interests. 

Remarks. — The  committee  has  made  the  appropriate  changes  to 
reflect  the  Budget  views. 


CHUNKY  CREEK,  CHICKASAWIIAY  AND  rASCAGOULA  RIVTERS,  MISS. 

(H.  Doc.  549,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Pascagoula  Eiver  drains  most  of  southeast  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  a  small  part  of  southwest  Alabama,  covering  an  area  of 
9,700  square  miles.  It  discharges  into  the  Gulf  of  ^lexico  at  Pasca¬ 
goula,  Miss. 

Authority. — This  report  is  in  full  response  to  section  11  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  adopted  July  24,  1946,  and  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  IVorks  resolution  adopted  June  26, 1952. 

Existing  'project. — Sowashee  Creek  channel  at  IMeridian,  Miss.,  was 
improved  for  flood  control  in  1955  under  general  congressional 
authority  for  construction  of  small  flood  control  projects,  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $142,600. 

Flood  prohlem. — Okatibbee  and  Chunky  Creeks  join  to  form  the 
Chickasawhay  River  which  flows  164  miles  to  join  the  Leaf  River  and 
form  the  Pascagoula  River.  There  is  a  serious  flood  problem  along 
Okatibbee  Creek  for  37  miles  above  its  mouth  and  along  the  18-mile 
upstream  reach  of  the  Chickasawhay  River.  The  total  flood  plain 
covers  27,000  acres,  of  which  650  acres  are  urban. 

Recommended  pla,n  of  improvement. — A  reservoir,  located  38  miles 
above  the  mouth  of  Okatibbee  Creek  and  7  miles  northwest  of  Merid¬ 
ian,  for  flood  control,  recreation  (both  general  and  fish  and  wildlife), 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply.  Gross  storage  would  be 
109,800  acre-feet,  with  80,600  acre-feet  for  flood  control,  8,500  acre- 
feet  for  water  supply  and  recreation,  and  the  balance  for  sediment 
accumulation.  The  f,ood  control  storage  would  provide  partial  pro¬ 
tection  as  far  as  18  miles  downstream  along  the  Chickasawhay  River. 
The  Avater  supply  storage  avouIcI  provide  a  dependable  yield  of  25 
million  gallons  daily.  Basic  facilities  for  public  access  and  use  of 
the  project  area  would  be  proAdded. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961). — Federal,  $6,740,000.^ 

Project  economics. — • 


Annual  charges  (Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $210,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  60,  000 


Total _  270,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  159,000 

General  recreation _  125,  0(X> 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _  60,  000 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  supply _  50,  OOO 


Total _  394,  000 


1  Includes  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  of  $1  million  to  be  reimbursed 
in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958. 


9004&— 62- 


10 
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Benefit-Gost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish,  prior  to  construction,  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  tne  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  from  water-rights  claims  resulting 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  project;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  and  obstruction  of  downstream  channels  which  would  adversely 
affect  operation  of  the  project;  and  pay  the  United  States,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  as  amended,  the  entire  amount 
of  the  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  presently  estimated 
at  $1  million,  and  the  entire  amount  of  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  presently  estimated  at 
$3,000  annually,  the  final  amounts  to  be  determined  after  actual  costs 
are  known.  The  city  of  Meridian  has  assured  that  they  will  cooper¬ 
ate  in  the  development  of  plans,  and,  upon  approval  of  construction  by 
Congress  or  when  plans  are  completed,  will  make  a  firm  determination 
of  the  extent  the  city  could  participate  in  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  aaencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  project,  it  would  be  reevaluated  in  the  light  of  the 
administration’s  standards  and  policies,  pertaining  to  recreation, 
applicable  at  that  time. 

GIN  BAYOU  YAZOO  RU^ER,  MISS. 

Gin  Bayou  drains  an  area  of  about  2  square  miles  before  it  traverses 
the  campus  of  the  Mississippi  Vocational  College.  It  is  a  tributary 
of  Muddy  Bayou  which  in  turn  is  a  tributary  of  Quiver  River. 

Gin  and  Muddy  Bayous  have  inadequate  channel  capacities  due  to 
obstructions  caused  by  vegetation.  In  addition,  road  crossings  have 
inadequate  culverts  resulting  in  severe  flooding  of  the  campus  of  the 
Mississippi  Vocational  College  during  periods  of  heavy  rainfall. 

In  view  of  the  severe  damages  suffered  by  the  Mississippi  Vocational 
College  the  committee  has  seen  fit  to  include  language  in  the  bill 
authorizing  a  project  which  is  designed  to  alleviate  the  present  flood 
and  drainage  problem. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  DELTA  AT  AND  BELOW  NEW  ORLEANS,  LA. 

(H.  Doc.  550,  87th  Cong.) 

location. — The  study  area  covered  in  this  report  is  in  the  coastal 
region  of  Louisiana.  It  includes  the  lands  subject  to  inundation  by 
hurricane  tides  extending  on  both  banks  of  the  Mississippi  River 
from  the  vicinity  of  New  Orleans  to  the  Gulf  of  INIexico  and  from 
the  south  shore  of  Lake  Borgne  and  Chandeleur  Sound  to  Barataria 
Bay. 
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Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  June  15, 
1955. 

Existing  project. — The  main  river  levees  which  are  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  project  “Flood  control,  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries,”  range 
in  elevation  on  the  east  bank  from  24  feet  mean  sea  level  at  New  Or¬ 
leans  to  14  feet  at  Bohemia,  La.,  and  on  the  west  bank  from  24  feet 
opposite  New  Orleans  to  9  feet  at  Venice,  La.  These  levees  have  not 
been  overtopped  from  the  river  side  by  hurricane  tides  since  they  were 
constructed  to  present  gTades. 

Flood  prohlem. — During  the  period  of  recorded  history  of  Louisi¬ 
ana,  151  known  hurricanes  or  tropical  storms  have  struck  or  threat¬ 
ened  the  State.  There  have  been  12  hurricanes  which  caused  major 
damages  and  10  hurricanes  or  tropical  storms  causing  minor  damages 
within  the  study  area  since  1893. 

Recommended  plom,  of  improvement. — Prevention  of  hurricane  tidal 
damages  by  increasing  the  heights  of  the  existing  back  levees  and 
modifying  the  existing  drainage  facilities  where  necessary  in  four 
separate  reaches  consisting  of :  the  west  bank  for  about  15  miles  be¬ 
tween  cities  Price  and  Empire  (design  grade  13.5)  ;  the  west  bank  for 
about  21  miles  between  Empire  and  Venice  and  with  such  modifica¬ 
tions  of  the  main  levee  as  may  be  required  (design  grade  13.5)  ;  the 
east  bank  for  about  16  miles  between  Phoenix  and  Bohemia  (design 
grades  13  and  14) ;  and  the  east  bank  for  about  8  miles  between  Violet 
and  Verret  (design  grade  12) . 

Estimated  cost. — 

Federal _ $7,  502,  000 

Non-Pederal _  3,  216,  000 

Total _ 10,718,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federa! 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$226, 200 

$124,  500 
5, 500 
5, 400 

$350, 700 
5,  500 
5, 400 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  major  repiacements... . . 

226, 200 

135, 400 

361, 600 

801, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas  and  spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $772,000 ; 
(h)  accomplish  all  necessary  alterations  and  relocations  to  roads,  pipe¬ 
lines,  cables,  wharves,  and  other  facilities  required  by  the  construction 
of  the  project,  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $600,000 ;  (c)  bear  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $3,216,000 ;  to  consist 
of  the  items  listed  in  subparagi'aphs  {a)  and  (6)  above  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $1,844,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior 
to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  or,  as  a  substitute  for 
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any  part  of  the  cash  contribution,  accomplisli  in  accordance  with 
approved  construction  schedules  items  of  work  of  equivalent  value  as 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs 
to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  {d) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  works;  (e)  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ; 
(/)  prevent  any  encroachment  on  ponding  areas  unless  substitute  stor¬ 
age  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  is  provided  promptly;  and  (g)  at 
least  annually,  notify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide 
complete  protection  from  tidal  flooding  and  that  further  local  actions 
must  be  taken  during  hurricane  emergencies. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federcd  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RED  RIVER  IN  NATCHITOCHES  AND  RED  RIVER  PARISHES,  LA. 

(H.  Doc.  476,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  three  projects  considered  are  located  on  the  Bed 
Eiver  in  central  Louisiana  in  the  vicinity  of  the  town  of  Natchitoches. 
The  areas  concerned  are  primarily  agricultural. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  dated 
March  11,  195 1,  and  June  20,  1957;  House  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  dated  April  21, 1950;  and  House  Committee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  resolution  dated  February  25,  1938,  partial  response). 

Existing  Denison  Dam  on  Red  River  at  mile  734;  Red 

River  below  Denison  Dam  in  Arkansas,  Oklahoma,  Texas,  and  Louisi¬ 
ana,,  which  provides  for  construction  of  reservoirs;  Bayou  Pierre,  La., 
which  provides  for  improvement  of  its  lower  30  miles;  East  Point, 
La.,  which  provides  for  construction  of  flood  protection  works  in 
Loggy  Bayou  to  the  Coushatta  Bayou  area;  and  the  Overton-Red 
River  Waterway,  La.,  which  provides  for  construction  of  a  channel 
206  miles  long  and  9  feet  deep  to  extend  from  Mississippi  River  mile 
301  to  Shreveport,  La. 

Flood 'prohtem. — Three  small  agricultural  areas  have  been  subjected 
to  flooding  from  the  Red  River,  Red  River  backwater,  and  local  run¬ 
off.  The  areas  considered  for  protection  were:  Bayou  Nicholas  and 
Coushatta,  Lake  End  to  mouth  of  Bayou  Pierre,  and  the  Campti- 
Clarence  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  Bayou  Nicholas  Basin  and 
Coushatta.  Construct  a  ring  levee  system  with  one  section  extending 
from  the  bluff  north  of  Highway  84  across  Bayou  Nicholas  to  the 
natural  high  Red  River  banU  A  second  segment  would  run  from  the 
high  bank  a  short  distance  dowuistream  to  tie  into  the  embankment 
of  the  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway.  A  culvert  would  provide  for 
local  drainage.  C ampti-Clarence  area. — A  ring  levee  extending  from 
Campti  along  Red  River  to  Saline  Bayou,  thence  along  the  west  bank 
of  the  Bayou  to  Chivery  Dam,  thence  westward  to  the  hill  line  south¬ 
west  of  Clear  Lake.  A  saddle  dike  would  be  required  about  4  miles 
east  of  Campti.  The  levee  would  be  about  32  miles  long  and  average 
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7.5  feet  in  height.  Seven  gated  pipe  culverts  and  landside  ditches 
would  be  required  for  interior  drainage,  in  addition  to  clearing  and 
snagging  of  about  11  miles  of  Bourbeaux  Bayou,  closure  of  Bourbeaux 
Bayou  near  Chivery  Dam,  and  enlargement  of  5  miles  of  Chevreuille 
Bayou  to  provide  a  new  outlet  for  Bourbeaux  Bayou. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1960) . — 


Bayou 

Nicholas 

Campti- 

Clarence 

$55,  000 
6,000 

$1, 293, 000 
220, 000 

61, 000 

1, 513, 000 

Project  Economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Campti-Clarence  area: 

$40,  477 

$19, 225 
7,080 
882 
1,430 
5,942 

$59, 702 
7,080 
4,316 
1,430 
6, 706 

3,434 

764 

44, 675 

34,  559 

79,  234 

Bayou  Nicholas  Basin  and  Coushatta: 

1,988 

279 

43 

190 

2,267 

43 

190 

1,988 

512 

2,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Campti-Clarence  area: 

61,400 

35,700 

97,100 

Bayou  Nicholas  Basin  and  Coushatta:  Flood  damages  pre- 

2,700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Nicholas  Basin  and  Coushatta,  1.1 ;  Campti- 
Clarence,  1.2. 

Local  cooperation.— FviCwiAi  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
make  necessary  relocations;  maintain  and  operate;  hold  and  save 
United  States  free  from  damages ;  prevent  encroachment  on  improved 
channels ;  and  organize  drainage  district. 

Gorwments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Louisiana :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture ;  F avorable. 

0 cnmnents  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Subsequent  to  transmission  of  the  report  to  Congi-ess, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  approved  a  flood  protection  project  for  Bayou 
Nicholas  (Coushatta,  La.),  under  the  special  small  project  program 
authorizecl  by  section  205  of  the  1948  Flood  Control  Act  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  685,  84th  Congress.  Accordingly,  no  additional  au¬ 
thorization  is  required  for  construction  of  this  project. 
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LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN - WILL  M.  WIII'l’TINGTON  AUXILIARY 

CHANNEL 

The  committee  has  included  laiifiuage  in  the  bill  authorizing  the 
change  in  name  of  the  lower  auxiliary  channel  in  honor  of  the  late 
Representative  Will  M.  Whittington,  a  Member  of  Congress  from  the 
Third  District  of  Mississippi,  ancl  former  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel  is  a  major  feature  of  the  Yazoo  Basin 
project  in  Mississippi  and  provides  for  diversion  of  a  large  portion  of 
the  flow  of  the  Yazoo  River.  It  leaves  the  river  at  mile  45  and  reenters 
at  mile  109.  It  is  32  miles  in  length  and  costs  approximately  $11  mil¬ 
lion.  It  is  fitting  that  a  project  of  this  magnitude  be  named  in  honor 
of  the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Judge  Wliittingon’s  colleagues  considered  him  to  be  “the  father  of 
flood  control.”  Perusal  of  the  flood  control  bills  enacted  during  his 
congressional  career  and  the  legislative  history  that  relates  to  them 
will  show  that  there  is  ample  basis  for  this  designation. 

In  introducing  the  1950  flood  control  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  Judge  Wliittingt on  had  this  to  say : 

You  will  ppdon  me  for  saying  this,  but  I  have  had  some¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  writing  of  every  flood-control  bill  on  the 
statute  books.  I  am  not  a  young  man  any  longer.  My  eyes  are 
toward  the  setting  sun.  I  want  to  provide  for  the  protection 
of  the  people  in  the  State  where  I  live,  but  I  will  never  ask 
my  Government  or  your  Government  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
trict  that  I  live  in  unless  comparable  relief  is  extended  to 
every  other  congressional  district  in  the  United  States. 

These  words  of  the  beloved  Judge  Whittington  echo  the  sentiments 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  whose  duty  and  responsibility 
is  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  Nation  in  the  field  of  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment. 

VINCE  AND  LIUrLE  VINCE  BAYOUS,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  441,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  watershed  of  Vince  Bayou  and  its  tributaiy,  Litfle 
Vince  Bayou,  lies  in  Harris  County,  Tex.,  at  and  in  the  vicinitv  of 
Houston. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
July  1, 1958. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  flood 
control  in  the  Vince  Bayou  watershed. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  in  this  densly  urbanized  area  are  caused 
by  thunderstDrms,  general  storms,  and  torrential  rainfall  associated 
with  hurricanes  and  other  tropical  disturbances.  At  least  six  major 
floods  have  occurred  since  1928.  Average  annual  damages  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $253,000. 

Recommended  im'jyrovements. — Channel  improvement  of  Vince 
Bayou  from  the  mouth  (at  Houston  ship  channel)  upstream  about 
7.3  miles,  and  of  Little  Vince  Bayou  from  the  mouth  upstream  about 
4.2  miles.  Improved  channels  woidd  have  bottom  widths  of  10  and 
15  feet  in  concrete-lined  sections  and  20  to  50  feet  in  unlined,  earth 
sections. 
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Estimated  cost  {January  1961  'prices') . — 

Federal _ $2,  224,  000 

Non-Federal _  1.  956,  000 


Total _  4, 180,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$83, 300 

0 

$90,000 

27,000 

$173, 300 
27,000 

83, 300 

117,000 

200,300 

237,000 

Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  areas ;  bear  costs  of  all  necessary  alterations  and  reloca¬ 
tions  of  utilities  except  railroad  bridges;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages:  maintain  and  operate  the  project;  prohibit 
encroachments  on  flood-carrying  capacity  of  channels.  Local  interests 
agree. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

HURRICANE  SURVEY  OF  PORT  ARTHUR  AND  VIOINITY,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  505,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Port  Arthur  is  located  on  the  w^est  shore  of  Lake  Sabine 
in  the  extreme  southeast  corner  of  Texas,  about  14  miles  from  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15, 1955. 

Existing  project.— are  no  existing  Federal  projects  for  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  in  the  Port  Arthur  area.  Local  interests  have  con¬ 
structed  a  system  of  earth  levees  and  seawalls  for  storm  tide  protec¬ 
tion  for  the  older  portions  of  the  developed  area. 

Flood  problem. — Occurrence  of  a  severe  hurricane  in  the  vicinity  of 
Port  Arthur  would  overtop  the  existing  improvements  and  cause 
extensive  damages  to  residential  and  industrial  property.  Also  con¬ 
siderable  development  has  occurred  in  the  low  coastal  lands  outside 
the  existing  protection  system. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  enlarging, 
strengthening,  and  extending  the  existing  levees  and  seawall  to  pro¬ 
tect  with  a  single  enclosure  about  37,000  acres  of  Port  Arthur,  Groves, 
Lakeview,  Pear  Ridge,  and  Grilling  Park  and  intervening  areas. 
Two  separate  industrial  areas  south  of  Taylors  Bayou  would  be  pro¬ 
tected  by  ring  levees.  Additional  pumping  capacity  for  interior 
drainage  would  be  provided. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Septemiber  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ 

Non-Pederal _ 

Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


$23,  380,  000 
10,  020,  000 


33,  400,  000 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  . 

$710, 000 

$340, 000 
100,000 

$1,050,000 

100,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Totai . . . . . 

710, 000 

440,000 

1, 150, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  . 

6, 388, 000 
122, 000 

Land  enhancement _ _  . 

Total _ _ 

6, 510,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  ri^hts-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas;  make  alterations  and  relocamons  of 
buildings,  pipelines  and  utilities;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  project 
cost  to  include  the  above  items  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $9,330,000,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  all  works; 
and  prevent  encroachment  on  the  ponding  areas  that  would  reduce  the 
capacity  unless  such  is  offset  by  additional  pumping  capacity.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  re¬ 
quirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

HURRICANE  SUR\^t:  OF  FREEPORT  AND  ATCINITY,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  495,  87th  Cong.) 

Freeport,  Tex.,  is  located  at  the  mouth  of  the  Brazos 
River  about  43  miles  southwest  of  Galveston. 

Authority.— Fwhlic  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  or  hurricane  protec¬ 
tion  project  at  Freeport.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  system  of 
levees  to  protect  the  area  between  the  Brazos  River  and  Oyster  Creek 
from  ocean  surges.  Also  the  Freeport  Harbor  project  provides  for 
diyersion  of  the  Brazos  River  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  southwest  of  the 
original  river  mouth,  a  dam  at  the  point  of  diversion  together  with  a 
levee  along  the  diversion  channel,  and  a  deep-draft  channel  in  the  old 
river  together  with  jetties  at  the  entrance  and  turning  basins  in  the 
harbor. 
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Flood  'prohlem-. — Occurrence  of  severe  storm  tides  in  excess  of  10 
feet  can  overtop  the  existing  protection  system  at  low  points  with 
subsequent  inundation  of  large  residential  and  industrial  areas. 

Recormnended  plan  of  improvement. — Raising  and  enlarging  about 
40  miles  of  existing  levee  and  the  construction  of  nearly  5  miles  of 
levee  along  Oyster  Creek  to  extend  the  existing  levee  to  high  ground 
near  Lake  Barbara  together  with  the  necessary  extension  of  existing 
drainage  structures  and  road  ramps.  Also,  the  construction  of  two 
pumping  plants  for  disposal  of  interior  runoff. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1961). — 

Federal - $3,780,000 

Non-Federal -  1,  620,  000 

Total -  5,  400,  000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$140, 000 

$63, 000 
30,000 

$203, 000 
30,000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . 

Total . . . . . 

140, 000 

93,000 

233.000 

967,000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas;  make  alterations  and  relocations  of 
buildings,  utilities,  and  other  structures ;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total 
project  cost,  to  include  the  above  items  and  a  cash  contribution  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $1,545,000,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be 
made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  after 
completion;  and  prevent  encroachment  on  the  ponding  areas  unless 
such  is  offset  by  additional  pumping  capacity.  Ixical  interests  liave 
indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

EAST  FORK  OF  TRINITY  RIVER,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  554,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  East  Fork  basin  of  the  Trinity  River  lies  a  few 
miles  east  of  Dallas,  Tex. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  May  15, 1957. 

Existing  project. — Lavon  Dam  and  Reservoir  at  river  mile  55.9,  for 
flood  control  and  water  supply  storage,  is  the  only  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  in  the  watershed.  The  SCS  has  completed  about  100  deten- 
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tion  reservoirs  in  the  basin  and  local  intere-sts  have  constructed  some 
levees  downstream  from  Lavon  Dam. 

Flood  prohlem. — Channel  capacity  of  the  river  below  Lavon  Dam 
diminishes  to  about  500  cubic  feet  per  second  in  the  lower  10-mile 
reach,  which  is  insufficient  for  uncontrolled  runotl  below  Lavon  Dam. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  of  Lavon  Res¬ 
ervoir  to  provide  an  additional  262,300  acre-feet  of  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  storage  and  channel  enlargement  and  raising 
and  straightening  existing  levees  below  the  proposed  Forney  Dam  site 
(to  be  built  by  city  of  Dallas)  at  mile  31.8  to  the  mouth. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961) . — 


Reservoir 

enlarge¬ 

ment 

Channel  and 
levee  im¬ 
provement 

Total 

Federal . . . . . 

$16,  700, 000 

$7, 060, 000 
380,000 

$23,760,000 

380,000 

Non-Federal . . . . . 

Total . . . . . 

16, 700, 000 

7, 410, 000 

24,140,000 

Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoir  enlargement; 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$630, 300 
8,200 

$630, 300 
8,200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total.. . . . . . . 

638,500 

6.38,500 

Levee  and  chaimel: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

255, 800 

$14, 800 
20,000 

270, 600 
20,000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . 

Total . . . . . . 

255, 800 

34, 800 

290,600 

Armual  benefits; 

Reservoir  enlargement: 

Water  supply... _ _ _ 

1, 005, 000 
300,000 

Recreation _ _ _ _ 

Total.. . . . . . 

1, 305, 000 
386, 400 

Levee  and  channel :  Damages  prevented 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Reservoir  enlargement,  2.0;  channel  and  levee. 
1.3. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Reservoir  enlargement:  INIake  demands 
for  use  of  water  supply  storage  so  that  allocated  cods  will  be  repaid 
within  project  life,  such  costs  presently  estimated  at  85.1  percent  of 
the  total  construction  cost,  amounting  to  $14,215,000,  and  80.5  percent 
of  the  additional  annual  maintenance,  operation  and  major  replace¬ 
ment  costs,  amounting  to  $6,600,  with  such  mcKlification  in  these 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  adjustments  in  the  storage 
capacity  for  water  supply  and  other  purposes;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  all  water  rights  claims,  {h)  Levee  and  chan¬ 
nel  :  F urnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  all  relocations  and  altera¬ 
tions  to  highways,  highway  bridges  (except  underpinning),  utilities, 
buildings,  pipelines,  interior  drainage  facilities,  and  other  structures 
(except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches) ;  prevent  encroachment  on 
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the  improved  channels  and  floodway;  and  maintain  and  operate. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  these 
conditions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

FORT  WORTH  FLOODWAY,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  454,  87th  Cong.) 

Locatian. — On  Clear  Fork  of  Trinity  River,  a  tributary  to  the  West 
Fork  in  and  near  the  city  of  Fort  Worth. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
June  27,  1957. 

Existing  projects. — Benbrook  Reservoir  on  Clear  Fork  for  flood 
control  and  water  supply  constructed  by  corps;  existing  Fort  Worth 
floodway  extending  13  miles  along  West  Fork  and  1.6  miles  on  Clear 
Fork;  authorized  6.5  miles  extension  of  existing  floodway  on  West 
Fork.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  completed  and  planned 
numerous  small  reservoirs  in  the  headwaters  reaches. 

Flood  problem. — Existing  property  values  in  the  Clear  Fork  flood 
plain  are  in  excess  of  $32  million.  May  1949  flood  was  largest  of 
record.  Reoccuri’ence  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $4,300,000. 
Last  major  flood  occurred  in  1957.  Average  annual  damages  under 
existing  conditions,  $375,000. 

Recommended  improvements. — Extend  existing  floodway  upstream 
on  Clear  Fork  a  distance  of  about  6.5  miles;  provide  levee  protection 
in  two  areas. 

Estimated  cost  {January  1960  prices)  .— 

Federal _ $5,148,000 

Non-Federal _  2,  878,  000 

Total _  8,  026,  000 

Project  ecanomics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$193, 800 

0 

$149, 000 
59, 900 

$342, 800 
59, 900 

193, 800 

208, 900 

402, 700 
886, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil  disposal  areas;  bear  costs  of  all  necessary  alterations  and  re¬ 
locations  of  utilities  except  railroad  bridges;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  the  project;  prohibit 
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encroachments  on  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  channel.  Local  in¬ 
terests  agree. 

Comments  of  States  and.  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Edncation,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection. 

SAN  GABRIEL  RI'^'ER  -WATERSIIED,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  — ,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  San  Gabriel  River  watershed  is  in  east-central  Texas 
immediately  north  of  Austin.  The  river,  formed  by  the  confluence  of 
the  North  Fork  and  South  Fork  at  Georgetown,  Tex.,  flows  eastward 
about  62  miles  to  its  junction  with  Little  River,  a  tributary  of  Brazos 
River. 

Authoritg. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  July  29, 1955. 

Existing  'project. — The  authorized,  but  unconstructed,  Laneport 
Dam  and  Reservoir  at  mile  29.7  on  San  Gabriel  River  is  one  of  eight 
such  projects  in  the  Brazos  River  Basin  planned  to  operate  as  a  sys¬ 
tem  for  flood  control  and  other  water-related  purposes.  Pertinent 
data  relative  to  the  other  seven  reservoirs  are  given  in  the  following 
tabulation  : 


Project 

stream 

Status 

Whitney _ 

Brazos  River _ 

In  operation. 

Do. 

Under  construction. 
Do. 

Platming  underway. 
Not  started. 

Planning  underway. 

Belton,' _ 

Leon  River  ..  .  ... 

Waco _ 

Bosnue  River. 

Proctor _ 

Leoii  River 

Stillhouse  Hollow _ 

Lamoasas  River  . . 

Ferguson _ 

Navasota  River _  . 

Somerville _ 

Yeeua  Creek.  .  ..  . 

Problems. — Floods  occur  on  the  San  Gabriel  River  at  any  time  of 
the  year  and  contribute  substantially  to  flooding  in  the  lower  Brazos 
River.  During  the  48-year  period,  1903  to  1950,  inclusive,  25  floods 
occurred.  The  parts  of  the  Little  River  and  Brazos  River  flood  plains 
affected  by  floodflows  from  San  Gabriel  River  consist  of  about  1,080,- 
000  acres,  of  which  598,000  are  improved  agricultural  lands,  480,000 
acres  are  unimproved  grazing  lands,  and  2,552  acres  are  in  several 
communities  along  the  reach.  The  value  of  property  in  these  reaches, 
based  on  July  1961  prices,  is  estimated  at  over  $350  million.  Average 
annual  damages  in  the  reaches,  assuming  none  of  the  eight  authorized 
projects  in  operation,  are  estimated  at  $9,703,300.  Construction  and 
operation  of  the  eight  authorized  reservoirs  would  prevent  average 
annual  damages  estimated  at  $4,117,000. 

In  connection  with  the  studies  for  this  report,  the  U.S.  Public 
Health  Service  prepared  a  report  on  the  alternative  cost  of  conserva¬ 
tion  storage  and  on  the  existing  and  future  needs  of  municipal  and 
industrial  water-supply  in  the  area  which  could  be  served  by  storage 
in  the  San  Gabriel  River  watershed.  The  service  area  extends  from 
the  vicinity  of  Waco  to  the  Freeport-Yelasco  area,  generally  within 
the  Brazos  River  Basin.  The  report,  shows  that  the  usage  in  tlie  service 
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area  in  1958  was  about  228  million  gallons  per  clay  and  that  the  needs 
in  the  year  2010,  exclusive  of  return  flow  for  reusage,  is  estimated  at 
1,102  million  gallons  per  day.  In  comparison,  the  report  shows  the 
estimated  yield  from  existing  and  proposed  sources  (exclusive  of  the 
reservoirs  bein^  covered  in  this  report)  to  meet  the  need  in  the  year 
2010  as  603  million  gallons  per  day,  including  117  million  gallons  per 
day  from  ground  water. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
consists  of  the  authorized  Laneport  Keservoir,  which  would  be  modi¬ 
fied  under  existing  authority  and  applicable  laws  and  policies,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  addition  of  two  recommended  upstream  reservoirs  to 
be  operated  in  conjunction  with  Laneport,  all  to  serve  the  primary  pur¬ 
poses  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation. 
The  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  permit  discretion  re¬ 
garding  the  sequence  of  construction  of  the  authorized  Laneport  Kes¬ 
ervoir  and  the  recommended  North  Fork  and  South  Fork  Reservoirs. 
Under  the  plan,  the  first  cost  of  Laneport  Reservoir  would  be  $25,200,- 
000  compared  to  a  cost  of  $28,700,000  as  now  estimated,  such  decrease 
being  the  result  of  certain  economies  in  design  and  construction  now 
proposed.  Also,  since  local  interests  would  be  required  to  reimburse 
the  United  States  for  project  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  cur¬ 
rently  estimated  at  $10,185,000,  the  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for 
Laneport  Reservoir  would  be  $15,014,000,  or  $13,165,200  less  than  now 
estimated. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961 ) . — 


Cost 

Reservoir 

Total 

North  Fork 

South  Fork 

Federal _  .  . 

$12, 600, 000 

$7, 650, 000 

$20, 250, 000 

Project  economics. — • 


Reservoir 

Total 

North  Fork 

South  Fork 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

,$473, 700 
70, 300 

$287, 900 
64,000 

$761, 600 
134, 300 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _ 

Total _  .... 

544, 000 

351,900 

895, 900 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  .. 

582, 500 
512, 800 
19, 300 
351,700 

274, 300 
273,000 
19, 000 
290,000 

856. 800 

785. 800 
38, 300 

641,700 

Water  supply _ _ _ 

Fish  and  wildlife.  _ 

Recreation _  . 

Total _ _ 

1. 466, 300 

856, 300 

2, 322, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

2.7 

2.4 

2. 

Local  coop>eration. — Pay  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  the  first  costs  and  the  annual 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply  storage,  presently  estimated  at  $10,077,000 
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and  $62,500,  respectively,  for  the  ultimate  development ;  and  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  all  water-rights  claims  resulting  from 
construction  and  operation  of  the  projects. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

F ederal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  comment. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

CLEAR  FORK  OF  BRAZOS  RIVER,  ABILENE  AREA,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  506,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Elm  Creek,  together  tvith  several  of  its  tributaries, 
courses  through  the  city  of  Abilene,  and  joins  the  Clear  Fork  of  the 
Brazos.  Abilene  is  about  150  miles  west  of  Fort  Worth,  in  north- 
central  Texas. 

Authority. — Kesolution,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  adopted 
July  29,  1953. 

Existing  pro  feet. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Urban  flood  plain  at  Abilene  is  in  excess  of  7,300 
acres  with  improvements  valued  at  $139  million.  Average  annual 
damages  under  existing  conditions  estimated  at  $1,067,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  essentially 
of  straightening  and  enlarging  36  miles  of  existing  chamiel ;  paving 
7.9  miles  of  the  enlarged  channel ;  clearing  and  snagging  5.4  miles  of 
channel ;  construction  2.3  miles  of  diversion  dike ;  constructing,  replac¬ 
ing,  or  modifying  33  highway  bridges,  5  railway  bridges,  19  multiple- 
box  culverts,  and  7  low- water  crossings. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961 ) . — 

Federal - $31,200,000 

Non-Federal -  7,  400,  OOO 

Total -  38,  600,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$946, 500 

$371, 100 
52,000 

$1,317,600 

52,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement . . 

Total _  _ 

946,500 

423, 100 

1, 369, 600 
2, 218, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damaee  prevention 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way  and 
spoil  disposal  areas ;  bear  costs  of  all  necessary  alterations  and  reloca¬ 
tions  of  utilities  except  railroads;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages;  prohibit  encroachments  on  improved  channels;  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  the  project.  Local  interests  agree. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.So  objection. 

ALAMOGORDO,  N.  MEX. 

(H.  Doc.  473,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Alamogordo  is  located  near  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Tida- 
rosa  closed  basin  in  south-central  New  Mexico  about  85  miles  north¬ 
east  of  El  Paso,  Tex. 

Authority. — Section  206  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July 
3, 1958. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  project  hi  the  basin. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  two  separate  channel  and  levee  sys¬ 
tems  which  are  inadequate  for  overall  protection. 

Flood  problem. — Thunderstorms  over  the  canyons  and  arroyos,  in 
the  Sacramento  Mountains,  east  of  Alamogordo,  generate  high  flows 
of  short  duration  which  spread  over  large  sections  of  the  city. 

Recommencled  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
about  614  miles  of  diversion  channel  along  the  eastern  city  limits 
with  a  levee  on  the  side  toward  the  city,  nearly  1  mile  of  chamiel  im¬ 
provement  in  Dilliard  Draw  north  of  the  city,  replacement  of  one 
railroad  bridge,  construction  of  three  highway  bridges,  and  with  nec¬ 
essary  alteration  or  modification  at  existing  railroad  and  highway 
bridges. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961 ) . — 

Federal - 52,  040,  000 

Non-Federal -  45O,  ooo 

Total -  2,  490,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$59, 600 

$15, 800 
5,000 

$75, 400 
5,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . 

59, 600 

20, 800 

80, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  . 

101,100 

7,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total . 

108, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  make  altera¬ 
tions  to  existing  improvements,  other  than  railroads;  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  on  the  diversion  channel ;  prevent  encroachment  in  exist¬ 
ing  drainage  channels  within  city;  maintain  and  operate  the  works, 
except  for  the  opening  under  the  Holloman  railroad  spur.  Local 
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interests  indicated  they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  Mexico:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


RIO  GRANDE  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  LAS  CRUCES,  N.  ilEX. 

(S.  Doc.  117,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Las  Cruces  is  on  the  east  side  of  the  Kio  Grande  in  south¬ 
central  New  Mexico  about  45  miles  northwest  of  El  Paso,  Tex. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  July  20,  1954. 

Existing  froject. — No  specific  Federal  flood-control  project  for  Las 
Cruces.  The  existing  Caballo  Reservoir  on  the  Rio  Grande  about  60 
miles  upstream,  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the 
channel  and  levee  improvements  on  the  mainstem  of  the  Rio  Grande 
constructed  by  the  International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
provide  flood  protection  to  agricultural  land  in  Mesilla  Valley  includ¬ 
ing  Las  Cruces.  Also,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  constructed 
detention  dams  well  upstream  on  arroyos  entering  Las  Cruces. 

Flood  problem. — Storm  runoff  from  the  mountains  east  of  Las 
Cruces  debauches  onto  the  valley  where  it  spreads  and  is  trapped  by 
man-made  obstructions  and  natural  depressions  particularly  in  Las 
Cruces,  until  it  finds  outlets  over  the  highly  developed  valley  floor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — One  large  detention  reservoir 
about  3  miles  long  and  69  feet  high  with  a  capacity  of  12,500  acre- feet 
near  the  eastern  edge  of  the  city  together  with  an  outlet  channel  to  the 
Rio  Grande,  and  a  small  detention  dam  with  a  capacity  of  nearly  170 
acre- feet  on  Campus  Arroyo  to  protect  the  university. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960) . — 

Federal -  - $3, 350,000 

Non-Federal -  536,  000 


Total -  3,  886,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$123, 900 

$25, 700 
8,600 

$149,  600 
8,600 

Maintenance  and  operation.  _ 

Total _  .. 

123, 900 

34, 300 

158, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

215, 500 
7,800 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

223,300 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation.— Fnvmsh.  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain 
and  operate  after  completion,  make  alteration  to  existing  improve¬ 
ments,  except  railroads ;  prevent  encroachment  upon  the  outlet  channel 
from  Las  Cruces  Dam  to  maintain  a  capacity  of  275  cubic  feet  per 
second;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing  capacity  of  Campus 
Arroyo  from  Campus  Dam  to  the  sewerage  disposal  plant;  and  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment,  other  than  natural  sediment  deposit,  on  the  reser¬ 
voir  storage  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness 
and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

C omm.ents  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission;  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Mexico :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bxireau.  of  the  Budget.— 'So  objection. 

CITY  OF  RUSSELLVILLE,  ARK.,  SEWAGE  TREATMENT  FACILITIES 

Locations. — The  city  of  Russellville  is  located  about  5  miles  north¬ 
east  of  the  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam. 

Existing  facilities. — The  city  maintains  and  operates  a  primary 
sewage  treatment  plant  northwest  of  the  developed  city  area.  The 
plant  ^yas  constructed  ui  1951  and  1952  and  is  designed  for  an  aver¬ 
age  daily  flow  of  1,590,000  gallons.  Normally,  the  primary  effluent 
flows  by  gravity  outfall  line  into  Prairie  Creek  west  of  the  treatment 
plant.  However,  during  times  of  high  water  it  is  necessary  to  pump 
the  effluent.  During  dry  seasons  the  only  flow  in  Prairie  Creek  near 
its  month  is  the  primary  sewage  effluent  which  results  in  a  nuisance 
and  a  health  hazard.  Prairie  Creek  empties  into  Illinois  Bayou,  a 
tributary^  of  the  Arkansas  River.  The  treatment  plant  is  overloaded 
and  operational  difficulties  cause  it  to  be  out  of  service  for  extended 
periods.  Because  of  these  conditions  the  city,  prior  to  the  present 
time,  has  considered  expansion  of  its  present  sewage  collection  sys¬ 
tem  to  handle  present  population  needs  more  adequately. 

E xisting  f.ood^  conditions. — The  low  area  northwest  of  the  city  and 
bordering  the  city  property  are  subject  to  frequent  flooding  from 
Illinois  Bayou  under  natural  conditions.  Also,  flooding  in  the  down¬ 
town  area  caused  by  rapid  runoff  from  the  Prairie  Creek  watershed 
in  an  inadequate  chamiel  has  resulted  in  extensive  damages  in  the 
past.  _  The  flood  of  August  1957  occurred  during  low  stages  of  the 
Illinois  Bayou  and  therefore  was  a  direct  result  of  Prairie  Creek 
runoff  and  caused  damages  estimated  at  $140,000.  With  Dardanelle 
Dam  in  operation  and  reservoir  level  at  338  mean  sea  level  (top  of 
]iower  pool),  and  without  a  protective  dike,  a  portion  of  the  city  of 
Russellville  (including  a  portion  of  the  Arkansas  Polytechnic  Col¬ 
lege  campus)  would  be  permanently  flooded. 

Position  of  the  city. — The  city  has  requested  a  plan  consisting  of  a 
lift  station,  pressure  and  outfall  lines  to  divert  the  sewage  to  new 
treatment  facilities  to  be  constructed  southeast  of  the  city  which  would 
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empty  into  the  Arkansas  River  below  the  Dardanelle  Dam.  The 
total  estimated  cost  of  these  new  facilities  is  $1,803,913. 

Current  status. — Under  plans  investigated  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  protection  of  the  city  and  disposal  of  storm  water  and  sew¬ 
age  effluent,  a  dike  is  proposed  near  Illinois  Bayou.  The  dike  would 
be  about  6,000  feet  long  with  a  maximum  height  of  about  40  feet  and 
crown  elevation  varying  from  347.5  to  350.6  mean  sea  level.  This 
dike  would  protect  the  low  portions  of  the  city  and  adjacent  low 
areas  from  flooding  due  to  the  Dardanelle  Reservoir.  The  dike  w’ould 
block  the  flow  of  Prairie  Creek  permanently  and  prevent  storm  w^ater 
and  sewage  effluent  from  discharging  by  gravity  flow  into  Illinois 
Bayou  and  the  reservoir.  Regardless  of  the  method  of  disposal  of 
the  sewage  plant  effluent,  discharge  of  storm  w^ater  over  the  dike  by 
pumping  would  be  reqiiired.  Various  plans  for  disposing  of  the 
storm  runoff  and  sewage  effluent  have  been  studied  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  Each  plan  requires  a  sump  storage  area  for  ponding 
storm  runoff. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  that  a  portion  of  the  city  of 
Russelhdlle  is  to  be  protected  from  pool  levels  of  Dardanelle  Reser¬ 
voir  by  a  dike.  The  existing  sewage  facilities  of  the  city  of  Russell¬ 
ville  will  be  damaged  by  construction  of  the  dike.  The  committee  has 
included  provisions  in  the  bill  providing  a  sewage  outfall  for  the  city 
of  Russellville.  It  is  believed  that  this  is  equitable. 

cow  CREEK,  KANS. 

(H.  Doc.  531,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cow’  Creek  is  located  in  central  Kansas  and  it  enters  the 
Arkansas  River  near  Hutchinson,  Kans. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  June  3, 1959. 

Existing  project. — No  flood  control  project  for  Cow’  Creek.  A  local 
flood  protection  project  at  Hutchinson,  Kans.,  provides  for  diversion 
of  Cow  Creek  flood  flows  to  the  Arkansas  River  around  the  north  side 
of  the  city. 

Flood  problem. — More  than  30  miles  of  the  channel  are  extremely 
crooked  and  obstructed  by  trees  and  brush.  Flooding  of  agricultural 
lands  starts  when  streamflows  exceed  800  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
flood  plain  area  consists  of  about  24,600  acres  of  which  more  than  95 
percent  is  under  cultivation. 

Recommended  plan  of  imp>rovement. — The  plan  consists  of 
straightening,  snagging,  clearing,  and  deepening  the  existing  channel, 
beginning  at  a  point  on  Cow  Creek  about  2  miles  upstream  from  the 
Kansas  Highway  No.  14  bridge  and  extending  downstream  about  33 
miles  to  the  diversion  channel  of  the  existing  Hutchinson  flood  con¬ 
trol  project.  Tw’o  dikes  and  twm  lateral  ditches  would  be  provided  to 
intercept  flows  and  divert  them  from  Santa  Fe  Slough  to  Cow  Creek. 
Wliere  necessary  outlet  structures  wdll  be  provided  as  well  as  altera¬ 
tions  to  highway  bridges  and  one  railroad  bridge. 
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Estuimtecl  cost  {price  level,  January  1961). — 

Federal - $1,560,000 

Non-Federal -  1.  058,  000 


Total -  2,  618, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  . 

$58, 000 

$41, 100 
9,800 

$99, 100 
9,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

58,000 

50,900 

108,900 

.4nnual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ _ 

247, 000 
12,000 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

259, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Funiish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  alterations 
to  highways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities,  except 
railroad  bridges;  maintain  and  operate;  prevent  encroachment  on  the 
improved  channel;  inform  individuals  concerned,  annually,  that  proj¬ 
ect  will  not  protect  against  major  floods.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Commented  concerning  certain 
recommendations  made  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which 
were  not  adopted  as  part  of  the  recommended  plan. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER,  DODGE  CITE,  KANS. 

(H.  Doc.  498,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Dodge  City  is  located  on  the  Arkansas  River  in  south¬ 
western  Kansas. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Flood  Control, 
adopted  July  2, 1943. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  project  at  Dodge  City. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  low  levees  and  some  channel  im¬ 
provements. 

Flood  prohlem. — Flooding  occurs  when  streamflows  in  the  Arkansas 
River  exceed  the  present  channel  capacity  of  about  7,000  cubic  feet 
per  second.  Intense  storm  runoff  in  the  basin  below  John  Martin 
Dam,  188  miles  upstream,  presents  a  serious  threat  to  the  city. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  construction  of  6.9  miles 
of  levees  and  floodwalls  with  appurtenant  bank  protection  together 
with  1.75  miles  of  channel  enlargement  on  the  Arkansas  River;  re¬ 
placement  of  the  existing  railroad  bridge;  interior  drainage  facilities 
consisting  of  ditches,  outlet  structures,  a  storm  sewer,  and  ponding 
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areas;  and  construction  of  a  pumping  plant  to  replace  the  existing 
sewerage  treatment  plant  outlet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level,  July  1961 ) . — 

Federal - $2,133,000 

Non-Federal _  323,  000 

Total -  2,  456,  000 

Project  eco^iomics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  . 

$77,900 

$18,000 

5,200 

$95,900 

5,200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total . . . . 

77,900 

23,200 

101,100 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

163.900 

5,500 

Land  enhancement  _ 

Total _ _ 

169,400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  coperation.- — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project,  including  easements  required  for  flood-zoning  purposes  in 
the  ponding  areas ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  free  from  claims  as  a  result  of 
flooding  from  residual  interior  drainage  during  operation  of  the 
project;  make  any  alterations  to  existing  improvements  other  than 
the  railroad,  that  may  be  required  by  the  construction  works,  includ¬ 
ing  the  provision  of  a  sewage  pumping  plant;  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  inform  periodically  all  con¬ 
cerned,  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  that 
some  flooding  will  continue  to  occur  because  of  temporary  ponding: 
and  prohibit  encroachment  on  the  capacities  of  the  interior  drains  and 
ponding  areas  and  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  river 
channel,  and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  provide 
promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  substitute  storage  or 
equivalent  pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comnnents  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

\Ti:EDIGEIS  EI^’EE  AND  TEIBUTAEIES,  OKLAHOMA  AND  KANSAS 
(H.  Doc.  5G3,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Verdigris  Eiver  Basin  is  in  southeastern  Kansas  and 
northeastern  Oklahoma.  It  has  a  drainage  area  of  8,300  square  miles. 
The  main  stream  rises  near  Emporia,  Kans.,  and  courses  southward 
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about  350  miles  to  its  confluence  with  the  Arkansas  River  near  Musko¬ 
gee,  Okla. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  April  23, 1942;  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  May  25,  1960;  also  an  item  in  the  1958  Flood 
Control  Act. 

Existing  projects. — 


Unit 

Stream 

Purpose 

Status 

Toronto  Reservoir,  Kans _ 

Fall  River  Reservoir,  Kans _ 

Neodesha  Reservoir,  Kans _ 

Elk  City  Reservoir,  Kans _ 

Oologah  Reservoir,  Okla 

Verdigris  River . 

Fall  River _ _ 

Flood  control  conservation.. 
_ do _ 

Completed. 

Do. 

Not  started. 

Under  construc¬ 
tion. 

Do. 

Completed. 

Not  started. 

Do. 

Do. 

Verdigris  River _ 

Elk  River _ 

Verdigris  River. _ _ 

Flood  control . . . 

Flood  control  conservation.. 

(I) 

Hulah  Reservoir,  Okla _ 

Look  and  dam  19,  Oklahoma,. 
Lock  and  dam  18,  Oklahoma— 

Caney  River _ 

Verdigris  River _ 

Flood  control  conservation.. 
Navigation . . . . 

Lock  and  dam  17,  Oklahoma.. 

. do _ _ _ 

'  Flood  control,  power,  navigation,  and  water  supply. 


Problems. — The  Verdigi’is  River  is  a  major  source  of  flooding  along 
the  Arkansas  River  in  eastern  Oklahoma  and  in  Arkansas.  During 
the  38-year  period,  1922-60,  56  storms  occurred  over  the  Verdigris 
River  Basin  and  58  occurred  over  the  Caney  River-Bird  Creek  tribu¬ 
tary  basins.  In  addition,  storms  covering  smaller  areas  have  added  to 
these  occurrences  along  the  tributaries  to  the  extent  that,  even  with  the 
authorized  reservoirs  operating,  flooding  is  expected  to  occur  on  the 
average  of  one  or  more  times  per  year  in  the  lower  Caney  River,  the 
Verdigris  River  downstream  from  Caney  River,  and  in  the  Bird 
Creek  basin.  The  flood  plains  along  these  streams  downstream  from 
the  existing  and  proposed  damsites  comprise  180,200  acres  of  rural 
lands,  and  320  acres  of  urban  lands  in  Oklahoma  at  Bartlesville, 
Avant,  Skiatook,  and  the  suburban  area  of  Tulsa.  Value  of  prop¬ 
erty  in  the  flood  plain  is  estimated  at  $87  million  in  rural  areas  and 
$30  million  in  urban  areas;  annual  crop  values  are  estimated  at  $3.8 
million.  Average  annual  damages  in  the  basin,  excluding  headwater 
areas,  are  estimated  at  $4.8  million,  of  which  about  $3  million  would 
be  prevented  by  the  authorized  reservoirs  and  the  proposed  Big  Hill 
Reservoir,  and  about  $1.7  million  of  the  remainder  occurs  in  the 
study  area.  These  damages  are  distributed  as  follows :  $437,000  along 
Caney  River  below  Hulah  Reservoir,  $408,000  along  Verdigris  River 
below  Caney  River,  and  $861,000  in  the  Bird  Creek  basin.  Because 
large  supplies  of  ground  water  are  lacking  and  existing  sources  are 
highly  mineralized,  attainment  of  supplies  of  suitable  quantity  and 
quality  in  the  Verdigris  River  Basin  is  dependent  upon  surface  sources 
in  the  tributary  streams.  The  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  has  made 
a  study  and  prepared  a  report  on  the  municipal  and  industrial  water 
u.sage  and  future  needs,  as  well  as  the  pollution  problem  and  water- 
quality  control  needs,  in  the  lower  Verdigris  River  Basin.  The  report 
indicates  that  the  projected  water  supply  needs  in  the  lower  Verdigris 
River  Basin  will  far  exceed  the  amount  which  can  be  provided  from 
existing,  authorized,  and  proposed  reservoirs  in  the  area.  The  report 
also  indicates  that,  because  oilfield  operations  have  built  up  the 
chloride  concentration  of  streams  in  the  area,  and  because  standard 


160  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 

(i-eatment  of  domestic  and  industrial  wastes  cannot  prevent  degra¬ 
dation  of  the  quality  of  receiving  streams,  storage  for  stream-quality 
control  in  amount  equal  to  that  provided  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  should  be  included  in  any  reservoirs  i)lanned  in  the 
‘VI’PA- 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  consists  of  five  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  reservoirs  on  tributaries  to  the  Verdigris  Kiver,  all  for 
purposes  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  fish  and  wildlife,  as  follows :  Copan  on  Caney  Creek,  Sand 
on  Sand  Creek,  Skiatook  on  Hominy  Creek,  Birch  on  Birch  Creek. 
Candy  on  Candy  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  prices) . — ■ 


Copan 

Sand 

Skiatook 

Birch 

Candy 

Total 

$25, 578, 000 

$6,117,000 

(') 

$22, 875, 000 
(') 

$3, 245, 000 
(') 

$4, 585, 000 
(') 

$62,  400, 000 
(0 

0) 

Total . 

25,  578, 000 

6,117,000 

22, 875, 000 

3, 245, 000 

4,  585,  000 

62, 400, 000 

‘  Non- Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply, 
such  amounts  currently  estimated  as  follows:  Copan,  $688,000;  Sand,  $1,570,000;  Skiatook,  $4,278,000;  Birch, 
428,000;  Candy,  $590,000;  total.  $7,554,000. 


Project  economics. — 


Item 

Reservoir 

Copan 

Sand 

Skiatook 

Birch 

Candy 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 
Operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement _ 

$767, 300 

89,  700 

$178, 800 

55,900 

$682, 800 

93, 200 

$94,  500 

40,300 

$133, 600 

50,900 

$1,857,000 

330,000 

Total _ 

857, 000 

234,  700 

776, 000 

134,800 

184,500 

2, 187, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ _ 

1,  279, 000 
66,000 
123, 000 
66,000 

385,000 
133, 000 
81,000 
45,000 

861,000 
424,000 
168, 000 
77,000 

472, 000 
46,000 
41,000 
22,000 

357,000 

63,000 

41,000 

23,000 

3, 354, 000 
732,000 
454,000 
233,000 

Conservation _ 

Recreation _ ... _ 

Fish  and  wildlife.  _ _ 

Total 

1, 534, 000 

644, 000 

1, 530, 000 

581,000 

484,000 

4, 773, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ 

1.8 

2.7 

2.0 

4.3 

2.6 

2,2 

Local  cooperation.— all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in 
accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended ;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Eecommend  acquisition  of  addi¬ 
tional  lands  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Depaidment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 
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KAW  RESERVOIR.  ARKANSAS  RIMiR,  OKLA. 

(S.  Doc.  143,  78th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kaw  lleservoir  tvoulcl  be  located  on  the  main  stem  of  the 
Arkansas  River  in  north-central  Oklahoma. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  February  21,  1958. 

Existing  project.- — The  water  resources  of  the  Arkansas  River  basin 
are  being  extensively  developed  for  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other 
purposes.  These  developments  lie  generally  downstream  and  east  of 
the  Kaw  Dam  site.  The  navigation  project  provides  for  a  9-foot 
channel  im  the  Arkansas  and  Verdigris  Rivers  to  the  vicinity  of 
Catoosa,  Okla.  The  Keystone  Reservoir,  a  major  multiple-purpose 
project  for  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  purposes,  is  under 
construction  about  115  miles  downstream  of  the  Kaw  Dam  site.  The 
existing  Great  Salt  Plains  Reservoir,  on  the  Salt  Fork  of  Arkansas 
River,  provides  292,000  acre-feet  of  storage  for  flood  control,  sediment 
reserve,  recreation,  and  wildlife.  This  major  tributary  enters  the 
Arkansas  River  about  16  miles  downstream  from  the  Kaw  Dam  site. 

Problems. — The  principal  water-resource  problems  of  the  area  are 
the  need  for  control  of  floods  and  for  increased  dependable  supplies 
of  domestic  and  industrial  water  of  good  quality.  At  present  the  flood 
plain  downstream  of  the  Kaw  Dam  site  is  predominantly  rural ;  how¬ 
ever,  it  includes  130  acres  of  urban  lands  at  Ponca  City.  It  is  antic¬ 
ipated  that  urban  development  in  the  flood  plain  will  increase  con¬ 
siderably,  resulting  in  substantially  greater  urban  flood  damages. 
Floods  have  occurred  about  once  a  year  in  the  vicinity  of  Ponca  City 
and  major  floods  occurred  in  1923,  1926,  1944,  1945,  1951,  and  1957. 
The  maximum  flood  of  record  was  that  of  June  1923  which  had  a  peak 
discharge  estimated  at  165,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  the  Kaw  Dam 
site.  A  recurrence  of  a  flood  of  this  magnitude  would  cause  damages 
of  $2,369,000  in  the  reach  from  the  damsite  to  Keystone  Reservoir. 
The  total  average  annual  flood  damages  in  this  reach  under  existing 
conditions  are  estimated  at  $433,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Kaw  Reservoir  to  provide 
storage  for  flood  control,  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply, 
water-quality  control,  and  other  conservation  uses,  including  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  1961). — 

Federal _ $83.  230,  000 

Non-Federal _  (') 

Total  _  83,230,000 

1  Local  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  the  entire  construction  cost  allocated  to 
water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  513,500,000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$2, 133, 700 
152, 300 

.$415,000 

27,000 

$2, 548, 700 
179, 300 

Total  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2, 286, 000 

442, 000 

2, 7-28, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

1,128,000 
305, 000 
80,000 
1, 370, 000 
887,000 
216,000 

3, 986, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Loccil  cooperation. — Local  interests  would  be  required  to  reimburse 
the  United  States,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958, 
as  amended,  for  the  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  and  the  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  chargeable  to 
water-supply  storage.  These  costs  are  presently  estimated,  to  be  in 
the  mangnitude  of  $13,500,000  and  $27,000,  respectively. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Comment  that  a  net  loss  to  agri¬ 
cultural  production  would  result  from  project. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma :  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  F avorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
believes  that  pollution  abatement  measures  are  vital  to  the  suitability 
of  Arkansas  River  waters  for  projected  uses,  and,  that  there  is  un¬ 
certainty  at  this  time  of  the  extent  of  future  needs  for  water  supply 
and  water  quality  control  storage  in  the  proposed  Kaw  Reservoir. 
Accordingly,  the  Bureau  states  that  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction  of  the  project,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  should  be 
accompanied  by  the  results  of  a  detailed  review  of  the  need  and  use¬ 
fulness  of  stoi'age  for  these  purposes. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  i-ecommends  that  the  decision  on  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction  with  the 
reservoir  project  be  deferred  until  an  adequate  long-range  plan  for  the 
refuge  system  is  developed  which  will  permit  a  meaningful  evaluation 
of  the  contribution  of  the  proposed  refuge  to  the  purposes  of  the 
Xational  wildlife  refuge  system;  means  are  developed  for  financing 
reiuge  land  acquisitions  related  to  water  resources  projects  in  a  way 
which  will  assure  the  advantages  of  unified  financing  of  the  total 
refuge  land  acquisition  program ;  and,  there  has  been  opportunity  for 
further  consideration  of  local  views  with  respect  to  establishment  of 
the  refuge. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  subject  to  consideration  of 
its  foregoing  comments,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission  of 
the  report  to  the  Congress. 
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Action  hy  the  Secretai'y  of  the  Army. — Concurs  with  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget. 

VILLAGE  CREEK,  WHITE  RIVER,  AND  MAYBERRY  LEVEE  DISTRICTS,  RESTL-DY 

OF  PLAN  III 

(H.  Doc.  577,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Along  the  left  bank  of  the  White  River  in  northeast 
Arkansas. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645). 

Existing  project. — The  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936  authorized  con¬ 
struction  of  a  number  of  local  flood  control  improvements,  consisting 
mainly  of  raising,  enlarging,  and  connecting  existing  levees.  The 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  authorized  improvements  within  the  Village 
Creek,  White  River,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts  to  provide  for 
clearing  and  snagging  14.7  miles  of  old  channels  and  constructing  10.6 
miles  of  new  channels,  together  with  certain  facilities  for  mitigation 
of  flsli  and  wildlife  losses,  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $294,000, 
subject  to  local  cooperation.  (The  authorized  plan  is  referred  to 
as  plan  I ) . 

Flood  prohlem. — About  21,340  acres  of  wooded,  cleared,  and  culti¬ 
vated  land  are  subject  to  flooding,  ponding  clue  to  interior  runoft’,  and 
poor  drainage.  Authorized  plan  I  woulcl  benefit  about  18,400  acres. 

Recommended  plan  of  improrenient. — Construction  of  a  pumping 
plant  with  a  capacity  of  300,000  gallons  per  minute  at  the  Taylor 
Slough  outlet,  as  an  element  of  the  authorized  flood  control  and 
drainage  plan. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  spring  1961). — 

Federal _ '$1,018,000 

Non-Federal _  '  29,  000 


Total _  1,  047,  000 

1  Increase  in  cost  over  cost  of  authorized  plan  I. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges:  J 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$36, 830 

$2, 630 
16, 680 

$39,  460 
16. 680 

Total _ 

36, 830 

19,310 

56, 140 

Annual  benefits:  ^ 

Damages  prevented _ 

85, 100 
59, 140 

Total _ 

144. 240 

1  Increase  in  cost  over  cost  of  authorized  plan  I. 

-  Increase  in  benefits  over  benefits  of  authorized  plan  I. 


Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  17.2  percent  of  the  Federal 
construction  cost  of  the  pumping  plant,  an  amount  currently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $211,000;  provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  effect 
necessary  relocations;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam- 
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ages;  maintain  and  operate  the  project  as  prescribed  and  at  their  own 
expense,  and  other  items  as  specified  in  authorized  plan  I. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture : 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Noted  the  requirement  for  a  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  of  $211,000  and  believed  it  desirable  to  review  again  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  a  cash  contribution. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

VILLAGE  CREEK,  JACKSON  AND  LAW’RENCE  COUNTIES,  ARK. 

(H.  Doc.  352,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — Village  Creek  rises  in  Kandolph  County  in  northeastern 
Arkansas  and  flows  generally  southwestward  through  Jackson  and 
Lawrence  Counties  and  joins  the  White  River  near  Newport,  about  80 
miles  northeast  from  Little  Rock. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  October  16, 1951._ 

Existing  improvements. — No  Federal  projects  specifically  for  flood 
control  in  Village  Creek  Basin.  However,  reservoir  and  levee  projects 
in  the  nearby  White  River  and  Black  River  Basins  provide  some  flood 
protection  by  preventing  overflow  into  Village  Creek  Basin.  Im¬ 
provements  by  local  interests  consist  of  excavation  of  drainage  ditches 
on  tributaries  and  along  the  main  stem  of  Village  Creek. 

Flood  problem. — Frequent  flooding  of  agricultural  lands  results  in 
serious  damages  to  crops.  Flooding  results  from  intense  local  storms 
of  short  duration  and  from  general  storms  extending  over  longer  pe¬ 
riods.  The  flatland  and  stream  slopes,  inadequate  channels,  and  large 
valley  storage  cause  storm  runoff  to  concentrate  slowly  in  the  main 
stem  with  prolonged  flooding  of  large  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  enlargement, 
straightening  and  clearing  on  Village  Creek,  from  the  mouth  upstream 
a  total  distance  of  61  miles,  together  with  adequate  on-farm  and  group 
lateral  drainage  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1060) . — 

Federal _ 968,  000 

Non-Federal _  2, 165,  000 

Total _  4. 133,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

-Annual  charges: 

$72, 400 

$91,300 

45.300 

2,300 

$163, 700 
45,300 
2,300 

72, 400 

138.900 

211,300 

Annual  benefits: 

74,300 
379, 900 

454, 200 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  ui  cash  30.7  percent  of  the  actual 
Federal  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $871,000;  furnish 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  make  alterations  to  existing 
improvements,  except  railroad  facilities;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages ;  prohibit  encroachments  on  improved  chan¬ 
nel;  construct  and  maintain  on-farm  and  lateral  drainage  facilities; 
and  maintain  the  improved  creek  channel.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  they  are  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  these  requirements. 
Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Commented  that  the  recommended 
plan  Avould  result  in  an  annual  loss  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
but  proposed  no  specific  plan  for  mitigating  such  losses. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Concurred  in  the  recommendation;  how¬ 
ever,  noted  that  the  local  costs  appeared  to  be  excessive. 
Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— So  objection. 

LAKE  KEMP,  WICHITA  RIVER,  TEX. 

(S.  Doc.  144,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wichita  River  is  a  south  bank  tributary  of  the  Red 
River  in  north-central  Texas.  Lake  Kemp  is  located  on  the  Wichita 
River  about  70  miles  upstream  from  the  city  of  Wichita  Falls. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  April  16, 1959. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  flood  control 
projects  in  the  Wichita  Basin.  Lake  Kemp,  with  a  capacity  of  462,- 
000  acre-feet,  was  constructed  by  local  interests  in  1923  for  conserva¬ 
tion  purposes. 

Flood  problem. — Problem  is  mainly  the  disastrous  threat  to  the  city 
of  Wichita  Falls  posed  by  the  deteriorated  Lake  Kemp  Dam.  Aver¬ 
age  annual  damages  in  absence  of  Lake  Kemp  would  be  about  $1 
million. 

^Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  existing  Lake 
Kemp  project  by  replacement  of  the  existing  outlet  works  and  spill¬ 
way  with  a  new  combined  structure,  raising  the  height  of  the  dam 
about  3  feet,  and  strengthening  the  embankment,  to  jirovide  526,000 
acre-feet  of  storage,  of  which  200,000  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood 
control. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960) : 

Federal - $6,410,000 

Non-Federal _  1 2,  203,  000 

Total -  8,  613,  000 

1  Includes  ca.sh  contribution  currently  estimated  at  $1,885,000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Fed  eral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ ....... _ _ _ ... 

$236, 500 
45,900 

$227, 400 
33, 700 

$463,900 

79,600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

282, 400 

261, 100 

543,500 

Annual  benefits: 

DamagM  prevpinterl  . 

730,000 

649,000 

Total _ 

1, 379, 000 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local-  cooperation. — {a)  Retain  ownership  and  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  the  project  for  a  minimum  period  of  50  years  after  completion; 
{h)  maintain  the  project  and  operate  the  flood-control  features  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ; 
{c)  accomplish,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  relocations  and 
alterations  of  existing  buildings,  highways,  bridges,  sewere  and  related 
and  special  facilities;  {d)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  {e)  provide,  without  cost  to 
the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessarj’ 
for  the  construction  of  the  project;  (/)  adopt  and  enforce  regulations 
to  preseiwe  the  existing  capacity  of  the  channel  through  the  city  of 
Wichita  Falls  and  prevent  further  encroachment;  {g)  adequately  in¬ 
form  aft’ected  interests  annually  concerning  the  probability  of  resid¬ 
ual  damages  after  construction  of  the  modifications;  {h)  provide  free 
access  to  the  lake  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  section  4  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944;  and  {i)  contribute  22.7  percent  of  the  cost 
for  the  Federal  construction,  a  contribution  presently  estimated  at 
$1,885,000,  in  equal  annual  payments,  over  a  period  of  not  more  than 
50  years  beginning  at  the  completion  of  construction,  including  inter¬ 
est  on  the  unpaid  balance  at  the  rate  prescribed  at  the  time  of  con¬ 
struction  for  projects  of  this  type. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture : 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  :  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

WATER  QUALITY  STUDY,  ARKANSAS-RED  RI™r  BASINS 
(S.  Doc.  105,  87th  Con.) 

Location. — The  Arkansas  and  Red  Rivers,  and  their  tributaries, 
drain  over  250,000  square  miles  including  all  of  Oklahoma  and  parts 
of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Kansas,  Texas,  Mississippi,  Arkansas,  and 
Ix)uisiana.  About  74,500  square  miles  of  the  Arkansas  River  basin 
are  above  Keystone  Reservoir,  and  about  39,700  square  miles  of  the 
Red  River  Basin  are  above  Denison  Dam. 

Authority. — Resolution.  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  December  16, 1959. 
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Existing  'project. — There  are  no  existing  projects  in  the  area  for 
control  of  water  quality. 

Problem. — The  problem  is  to  locate  and  measure  the  sources,  estab¬ 
lish  the  importance  and  types  of  pollutants  entering  the  Arkansas  and 
Red  Rivers,  and  to  develop  practical  means  of  controlling  them. 
Studies  to  date  show  total  daily  chloride  loads  of  10,600  tons  for 
Arkansas  River  at  Keystone  Reservoir  and  3,800  tons  for  Red  River 
near  Denison  Dam.  These  chloride  loads  clearly  indicate  the  need 
for  control  and  management  of  water  quality. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  two  experi¬ 
mental  projects,  and  performance  of  tests  to  determine  their  effective¬ 
ness  in  improvement  of  water  quality.  One  project  would  be  located 
on  Prairie  Dog  Town  Fork  of  Red  River  near  Estelline,  Tex.;  the 
other  on  South  Fork  of  Wichita  River  near  Guthrie,  Tex. 

Estimated  cost  {November  1961  prices) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$300,  000 


Total -  300,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges:  The  first  costs  shown  in  Estimated  Cost  in¬ 
clude  allowances  for  observations  of  test  results. 

Annual  benefits :  It  is  not  yet  possible  to  evaluate  benefits  in 
monetary  terms.  The  test  results  will  furnish  valuable  data  and 
information  concerning  the  possible  economical  solution  of  the 
overall  problem  on  a  basinwide  scale. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Not  evaluated. 

Local  cooperation. — None  recommended. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 
Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


BROKEN  BOW  RESERVOIR,  MOUNTAIN  FORK  RIVER,  OKLA. 

(S.  Doc.  137,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — On  Mountain  Fork  River,  a  tributary  of  Little  River,  in 
southeastern  Oklahoma. 

Authorit'y. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  Januai-y  6, 1961. 

Existing  project. — The  Broken  Bow  Reservoir  was  authorized  for 
flood  control  and  water  supply  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  19.58. 
Construction  has  been  initiated  on  the  basis  that  power  facilities,  upon 
authorization,  will  be  installed  either  initially  or  in  the  future.  The 
authorized  project  is  about  5  percent  completecl. 
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Problem. — The  study  considers  the  advisability  of  providing  stor¬ 
age  and  facilities  for  generation  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Broken 
Bow  Eeservoir. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — It  is  recommended  that  the 
project  for  Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  now  authorized  for  flood  control 
and  water  supply,  be  modified  to  provide  for  hydroelectric  power  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the  initial  construction  and  to  include  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  as  a  project  purpose.  Gross  storage  capacity  would  be 
increased  from  541,100  acre-feet,  as  authorized,  to  1,368,800  acre-feet. 

Esthnated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1961 ) . — 

Federal _ $39,  COO,  000 

Non-Federal _  (’) 

Total _ "  39, 600,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  construction  costs  allocated 
to  water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  $2,970,000. 

2  An  increase  of  $23,800,000  over  estimated  cost  of  authorized  project. 


Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization - $1, 181,  900 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacement _  366,  600 

Taxes  foregone _  578,  000 


Total _  2, 126, 500 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  305,  500 

Water  supply _  369, 700 

Power _  1,  959,  000 

Recreation _  7.50,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  460,  000 


Total _  3,  844,  200 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Pay  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  the  entire  amounts  of  the 
construction  costs  and  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  these  amounts  being  pi-esently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $2,970,000  and  $6,500  annually,  respectively,  for  the  project 
as  modified,  the  final  amounts  to  be  determined  by  allocation  after 
actual  construction  costs  are  known. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Recommends  acquisition  of  certain 
additional  lands  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— -T\\q  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et  expects  that  construction  of  power  features  of  the  Broken  Bow 
Reservoir  project,  other  than  penstocks  or  other  provisions  for  future 
power  installations,  not  be  undertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance 
that  all  costs  including  joint  costs  allocated  to  power  can  be  returned 
with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  subject  to  consideration  of 
the  foregoing  comment,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  the  Congress. 

CLAYTON  AND  TITSKAHOMA  RESERVOIRS,  HUGO  RESERVOIR,  KLVMICHI 

RIVER,  OKLA. 


(S.  Doc.  145,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kiamichi  River  is  in  southeastern  Oklahoma,  and  is  a 
major  tributary  of  the  Red  River. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Conmiittee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  January  28,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Hugo  Reservoir,  with  the  damsite  at  mile  20.7 
on  the  Kiamichi  River,  was  authorized  for  flood  control  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1946  as  a  unit  in  the  Red  River  below  Denison  Dam 
project,  but  construction  has  not  been  initiated. 

Flood  problem. — An  average  of  three  floods  occur  in  the  basin  every 
year,  with  major  flooding  every  2  years.  Since  1926, 10  major  floods 
have  occurred.  Annual  flood  damages  of  $140,000  are  estimated  to 
occur  along  the  Kiamichi  River  below  the  Tuskahoma  Dam  site,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  area  within  Hugo  Reservoir.  Flood  losses  on  Red  River 
downsti-eam  from  the  mouth  of  Kiamichi  River  are  estimated  at 
$3,700,000  annually,  based  on  present  conditions,  with  Denison  Reser¬ 
voir  operating  and  with  levees  authorized  prior  to  1945  in  place. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
consists  of  modification  of  the  authorized  Hugo  Reservoir  with  the 
damsite  at  mile  17.6  on  Kiamichi  River  and  the  recommended  addition 
of  two  upstream  reservoii*s,  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma,  to  provide  for 
flood  control  and  water  conservation,  including  water  supply,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  fisli  and  wildlife  uses.  The  plan  retains  the  de^ee  of  flood 
protection  contemplated  by  the  authorized  Red  River  flood  control 
project  below  the  Denison  Dam  and  affords  additional  flood  protection 
of  Kiamichi  River.  The  recommendations  of  the  Cliief  of  Engineers 
permit  discretion  regarding  the  sequence  of  construction  of  the  author¬ 
ized  Hugo  Reservoir  and  the  recommended  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma 
Reservoirs.  Under  the  plan  the  first  cost  of  Hugo  Reservoir  would  be 
$23,065,000  compared  to  $20,900,000  as  now  estimated.  However, 
the  net  cost  to  the  United  States  would  be  $3,487,000  less  than  the  cost 
as  now  estimated  since  local  interests  would  reimburse  the  United 
States  an  amount  of  $5,562,000  for  water  supply  storage  costs. 

Estimated  cost  {I960  prices') . — 


Clayton 

Tuskahoma 

Total 

$13, 174, 000 
(‘) 

$16,574,000 

(■) 

$29, 748, 000 
(>) 

13, 174, 000 

16, 574, 000 

29, 748, 000 

I  Bear  construction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  $6,221,000  and  $8,042,000  for 
Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs,  respectively. 
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Project  economics. — 


Clayton 

Tuskahoma 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$502, 090 
62,300 

$631,420 

73,600 

$1, 133,510 
135,900 

Operation  and  maintenance,  replacement.. . . 

564.390 

705, 020 

1,269,410 

Annual  benefits: 

190,000 

325,000 

96,000 

121,000 

238,000 

397,000 

82,000 

154,000 

428,000 

722,000 

178,000 

275,000 

Total _ 

732,000 

871.000 

1,603,000 

1.3 

1.2 

1.3 

Local  cooferation. — Bear  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims.  Local  interests 
are  willmg  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  /State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Eecommend  additional  lands 
for  fish  and  wildlife. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Depai'tment  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Believe  that 
storage  for  water  q^uality  control  can  be  utilized. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favoi’able. 

State  of  Oklahoma :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  notes  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  work  with  the  Public 
Health  Service  during  advance  planning  of  the  reservoir  projects  with 
a  view  to  determining  the  need  and  justification  of  storage  for  water 
quality  control.  In  this  connection,  the  Bureau  indicates  that  in  the 
event  storage  for  water  quality  control  displaces  in  whole  or  in  part 
the  currently  contemplated  water  supply  storage  in  the  reservoirs  and 
the  water  quality  benefits  are  determined  to  be  widespread,  it  would 
appear  that  the  currently  estimated  ultimate  reimbursements  to  the 
United  States  for  water  supply  would  not  be  realized.  The  Bureau 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

KAYSIXGER  BLUFF  RESERVOIR,  OSAGE  RIVER,  MO. 

(H.  Doc. - ,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kaysinger  Bluff  Keservoir  would  be  located  in  west- 
central  Missouri  immediately  upstream  from  the  existing  Lake  of  the 
Ozarks,  created  by  Bagnell  Dam, 

Authority. — Eesolutions,  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Works,  adopted  March  25,  1961,  and  June  7,  1961,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  Kaysinger  Bluff  project  was  authorized  for 
flood  control  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  with  a  planned  total 
storage  capacity  of  4,040,000  acre-feet.  The  reservoir  is  one  of  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  nine  authorized  reservoirs  in  the  Osage  Eiver  Basin.  Two  are 
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under  construction,  two  are  under  preconstruction  planning,  two  are 
being  restudied,  no  work  is  underway  on  the  remainig  three. 

Problems. — The  Osage  River  Basin  is  subject  to  damaging  floods  at 
any  time  of  year.  Also,  the  river  is  a  major  contributor  to  severe 
floods  which  endanger  I’ich  farmlands  along  the  Missouri  River,  the 
St.  Louis  industrial  area,  and  lands  along  the  middle  and  lower  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  There  is  a  need  for  conservation  storage  to  provide  hydro¬ 
electric  peaking  power  for  integration  with  fuel  generating  plants, 
and  to  support  fish  and  wildlife,  recreation,  and  other  uses. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Modification  of  the  Kay- 
singer  Bluff  Reservoir  project  to  provide  for  a  reservoir  with  a  total 
storage  capacity  of  about  5,200,000  acre-feet  and  with  hydroelectric 
power  generating  facilities,  to  serve  the  primary  purposes  of  flood 
control,  power,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  {ftrice  level  of  1961 ) . — 


Federal : 

Existing  project - $99,  .^08,  000 

Proposed  modification _  43,  245,  000 


Subtotal _  142,  753,  000 

Nou-Federal _  None 


Total -  142.  753,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges — all  Federal : 

Interest  and  amortization _ .$4,  344,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  425,  000 

Loss  of  land  productivity _  494,  000 

Taxes  foregone _  49,  000 


Total -  5,  312,  000 

Annual  benefits :  === 

Flood  control -  4.  264,  000 

Power -  1,  797,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  .500,  000 

Recreation _  800,  000 


Total _  7,  361,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooferation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Recommends  mineral  evaluation  in  pre- 
construction  planning.  Recommends  national  wildlife  refuge  as  part 
of  project. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

.  Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  lYelfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
concurs  in  the  need  for  a  reexamination  of  the  financial  feasibility 
of  the  power  features  during  the  design  stage,  on  the  basis  of  power 
values  then  appropriate.  The  Bureau  advises  that  it  would  expect 
that  construction  of  power  features  of  the  Kaysinger  Bluff  project, 
other  than  penstocks  or  other  provisions  for  future  power  installa¬ 
tions,  not  be  undertaken  until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  costs 
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including  joint  costs  allocated  to  power  can  be  returned  with  interest 
within  a  period  of  50  years.  Also,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the 
decision  on  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir  project  be  deferred  until  an 
adequate  long-range  plan  for  the  refuge  system  is  developed  which 
will  permit  a  meaningful  evaluation  of  the  contribution  of  the  pi'O- 
posed  refuge  to  the  purposes  of  the  national  wildlife  refuge  systpi ; 
and,  until  means  are  develo^^ed  for  financing  refuge  land  acquisitions 
related  to  water  resources  projects  in  a  way  which  will  assure  the  ad¬ 
vantages  of  unified  financing  of  the  total  refuge  land  acquisition  pro¬ 
gram.  The  BOB  also  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission 
of  this  report  to  the  Congress. 

Action  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.— Concurs  with  the  Bui'eau 
of  the  Budget. 


KANSAS  RIVF.R.  KANS.,  NEBR.,  AND  COLO. 

(S.  Doc.  122,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kansas  River  flows  generally  eastward  and  drains  an 
area  of  about  60,000  square  miles  in  eastern  Colorado,  southern  Ne¬ 
braska,  and  north-central  Kansas.  The  river  enters  Missouri  River 
at  the  Kansas  Citys.  Improvements  recommended  in  the  report  are 
located  in  eastern  Kansas  and  at  the  Kansas  Citys. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  August  20,  1953,  and  June  16, 1954. 

Existing  'projects. — Completed  corps  reservoirs  in  the  basin  are 
Kanopolis  and  Harlan  County.  Corps  reservoirs  under  construction 
are  Tuttle  Creek  and  Milford.  Corps  reservoirs  authorized  but  not 
started  are  Perry,  Wilson,  and  Pioneer.  The  corps  has  17  local  flood 
protection  projects  either  completed,  under  construction,  or  authorized, 
but  not  started,  in  the  basin.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  com¬ 
pleted  eight  reservoirs  in  the  basin.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service 
has  completed  five  watershed  protection  projects.  Local  interests 
have  completed  250  miles  of  levees. 

ProMems. — Many  severe  floods  have  occurred  in  the  basin.  The 
ravaging  1951  floods  resulted  in  estimated  damages  of  $725  million. 
Also,  severe  droughts  have  been  experienced,  indicating  the  need  for 
water  conservation. 

Recommiended  improvements. — Four  multiple-purpose  reservoii's 
for  flood  control,  water  supply,  and  fish  and  wildlife  and  general 
recreation.  The  reservoirs  would  be  located  on  tributaries  to  the  main 
Kansas  River  in  the  lower,  eastern  end  of  the  basin,  and  would  range 
in  gross  capacity  from  157,000  to  384,000  acre-feet.  Also  recom¬ 
mended  are  improvements  of  existing  local  protection  works  at  the 
Kansas  Citys. 

Estim-ate  'd  cost  {September  1960  prices') . — 


Item 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Reservoirs _ _ _ _ _ 

$70,  240, 000 
17, 830, 000 

(‘) 

$3, 050, 000 

$70, 240, 000 
20. 880, 000 

Local  protection  works _ _ _ 

Total _ 

88, 070, 000 

3,050,000 

91, 120, 000 

I  Local  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  an  amount  currently  estimated  at  $10,919,000  for  water 
supply.  Thus,  the  total  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for  all  recommended  work  is  estimated  at  $77,151,000. 
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Project  economics. — Iveservoirs. — 


Item 

Reservoir 

Woodbine 

Onaga 

Grove 

Clinton 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . — 

$502, 000 

$850, 000 

$467, 000 

$1, 023, 000 

$2, 842, 000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replace- 

ment . . . . 

55,000 

68, 000 

64,000 

89,000 

>  276, 000 

Total- . - . - 

557,000 

918, 000 

531,000 

1, 112,000 

3, 118, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control . . . 

731,000 

1,  205, 000 

509,000 

1, 026, 000 

3, 471, 000 

Water  supply . . . - 

75, 000 

270, 000 

120,000 

210,000 

675,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _ 

27,000 

41,000 

82,000 

107, 000 

257, 000 

General  recreation . . . . 

141, 000 

195, 000 

66,000 

201,000 

603, 000 

Total . — 

974,000 

1, 711, 000 

777, 000 

1, 544,000 

5, 006, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratios . - . 

1.7 

1.9 

1.5 

1.4 

1.6 

1  Net  annual  cost  to  the  United  States  tor  maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements  currently  estimated 
at  $224,500. 


Local  protection  worlcs.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$645, 000 

$142,000 

$787,000 

5,000 

5,000 

Economic  losses _ 

11,000 

Total  . - . 

645,000 

147,000 

803,000 

1,199,000 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation:  Reservoirs. — Prior  to  construction  funiish  as¬ 
surances  to  make  demands  for  use  of  water  sui^ply  storage  within  a 
period  of  time  which  will  permit  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  within  the  life  of  the  project,  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineer,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  as 
amended  by  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961; 
hold  the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims;  prevent  en¬ 
croachments  on  capacities  of  streams  below  reservoirs  necessary  for 
reservoir  operation. 

Local  protection  ivories. — Funiish  necessary  lands,  easernents, 
rights-of-way ;  make  necessary  alterations  and  relocations  of  utilities ; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
operate  as  prescribed.  Eesponsible  local  interests  have  indicated  they 
will  comply  with  all  foregoing  requirements. 

Comments  of  States  arid  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable.  Urge  early  authorization  and 
construction. 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Deparement  of  Interior  :Favorable.  Recommend  that  all  joint 
costs  allocated  to  fish  and  wildlife  be  nonreimbursable  Federal 
costs. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 


174  RrV'ER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Commsnts  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Xo  objection  to  transmis¬ 
sion  of  the  repoi-t  to  Conjjress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud"et 
notes  that  the  Governor  of  Kansas  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
in  commenting  on  the  proposed  report,  urged  that  joint  costs  allocated 
to  fish  and  wildlife  values  be  borne  entirely  by  the  Federal  Goveni- 
ment,  rather  than  shared  in  the  manner  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers;  and,  that  in  view  of  more  recent  recommendations  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  cost  sharing  arrangements  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  and  other  recreation  in  connection  with  other  reservoir  projects, 
consideration  might  be  given  this  matter  before  transmitting  the  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress. 

Action  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army  in 
his  letter  transmitting  the  report  to  Congress,  recommended  that  local 
interests  not  be  required  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  any  por¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  costs  and  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  of  the  reservoirs  allocated  to  fish  and  Avildlife  recreation,  such 
portions  currently  estimated  at  $1,221,000  and  $4,200,  respectiATly. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  some  local  opposition  to  Wood¬ 
bine  KeserA’oir  on  Lyons  Creek  is  eAudenced.  The  committee  believes 
that  authorization  of  Woodbine  Eeseiwoir  should  be  deferred  subject 
to  submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  the  88th  Congress,  AA’hich  shall  take  into  account  related  plans  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Kansas  Water  Resources  Board, 
and  Lyons  Creek  Watershed  Joint  District  Xo.  41,  and  preparation 
of  such  report  should  be  authorized.  Otheiuvise,  the  committee  en¬ 
dorses  at  this  time  the  plan  of  improA-ement  for  development  of  the 
loAA'er  Kansas  River  Basin. 

PAPILLION  CREEK  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  NEBRASKA 
(H.  Doc.  No.  475,  87th  Cong.) 

Locaticyn. — The  Papillion  Creek  Basin  is  located  in  the  Avestern 
suburbs  of  Omaha.  Xebr.,  and  it  empties  into  the  Missouri  River  a  feAV 
miles  downstream  from  the  city. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House 
of  Representatives,  adoptedJuly  23, 1946. 

Existing  yroject. — There  are  no  Federal  improATinents  for  flood 
control  in  the  liasin.  Local  interests  have  constiaicted  leATes  and  im¬ 
proved  the  stream  channels  at  various  points  in  the  basin. 

Flood  'prohlem.—LiOC.2i\  channel  and  levee  improvements  have  been 
partially  effective  but  runoff  and  flood  intensities  hav^e  increased  Avith 
urbanization.  The  existing  channel  capacities  on  Papillion  Creek 
and  tributaries  are  generally  inadequate  for  flood  flows. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  proposed  plan  consists 
essentially  of  channel  enlargement  of  Little  Papillion  Creek,  together 
with  necessary  bridge  modifications  and  intermittent  riprapping,  for 
a  distance  of  about  6.5  miles. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 

Federal _ $2,122,000 

Non-Federal _  1,  400,  000 


Total 


3,  522,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$77,000 

0 

$65,200 

2,800 

$142,  200 
2,800 

Maintenance  and  operation. _ ... 

Total _ 

77,000 

68,000 

145,000 
199, 700 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Beneiit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  al¬ 
terations  to  all  road,  highway,  bridge  and  utilities;  maintain  and 
operate.  Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are  willing  and  able  to 
comply  with  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Nebraska:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

INDIAN  CREEK,  IOWA 
(H.  Doc.  438.  87th  Coug.) 

Location. — Indian  Creek  rises  about  4  miles  north  of  Council  Bluffs, 
Iowa,  on  the  east  side  of  the  Missouri  Kiver  opposite  Omaha,  Neb., 
flows  in  a  southerly  direction  through  the  city  of  Council  Bluffs  to  the 
river,  nearly  6  miles  downstream. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  22, 1947. 

Existing  prroject. — The  only  Federal  improvements  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  in  the  basin  have  been  constructed  downstream  from  29th  Avenue 
to  provide,  an  outlet  and  tieback  levees  in  conjunction  with  the  Mis¬ 
souri  River  agricultural  levee  project.  Local  interests  have  improved 
the  channel  from  the  north  city  limits  through  the  highly  developed 
section  with  nearly  3  miles  of  open  concrete  channel  and  closed 
conduit. 

Flood  prol)lem.—Th.Q  topographic  characteristics  of  the  upland 
area  cause  runoff  in  Indian  Creek  Basin  to  funnel  into  the  heart  of 
Council  Bluffs  and  create  potential  for  a  major  flood  disaster.  The 
standard  project  flood  discharge  is  considerably  in  excess  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  channel  capacity  of  4,800  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — The  proposed  plan  is  part 
of  a  joint  effort  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  which  includes  a  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control  combined 
with  watershed  measures  in  the  headwaters.  The  reservoir  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  corps  to  be  located  just  above  the  north  city  limits  would 
be  an  earth  fill  structure  with  a  height  of  70  feet  and  len^h  of  1,900 
feet  creating  a  reservoir  of  about  8,600  acre-feet.  The  SCS  portion  of 
the  plan  consists  of  land  treatment  and  structural  measures  to  reduce 
erosion  in  the  headwaters  and  silt  deposition  in  the  existing  channel 
through  the  city,  which  will  be  reported  on  by  that  agency. 
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Estimated  cost  ( frice  of  level  of  1960) . — 

Federal _ $1. 270, 000 

Xon-Federal _  !•  260,  000 


Total _  2,  530,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$46, 400 

$58,600 

3,000 

$105, 000 
3,000 

46,  400 

61,600 

108.000 

Annual  benefits: 

127,900 

1,300 

Total  . 

129,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation.- — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  make  all 
road,  highway,  and  utility  alterations  and  modifications;  enter  into 
contract  for  reimbursement  of  the  entire  cost  of  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  currently  estimated  at  $3,000  annually ;  and  provide,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  under  continuing  authori¬ 
zations  and  funding  aiTangements,  an  adequate  erosion-control  pro¬ 
gram  as  developed  by  the  SCS  and  as  contemplated  in  the  overall  plan 
of  improvement,  the  installation  of  such  program  to  be  undei’taken  in 
advance  of  or  concurrently  with  construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir 
by  the  Corps  of  Engmeers.  Local  interests  have  indicated  they  are 
willing  and  able  to  comply  with  these  requirements. 

Com/nients  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture;  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable.  ■  v 

Comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.So  objection.  Miin 

KOKOSIXG  RIVER  BASIX,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  No.  220,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kokosing  River  rises  in  Morrow  County,  Ohio,  and  flows 
through  Knox  County  and  into  Coshocton  County  where  it  joins  the 
Mohican  River  to  form  the  Wolhonding  River.  Mount  Vernon  is 
located  in  Knox  County  at  about  river  mile  24. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Public  Works  Committee.  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  March  5,  1952  and  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Damaging  floods  are  exceeded  on  the  average  of 
once  in  10  years  at  Fredericktown,  once  in  5  years  at  Mount  Vernon, 
and  once  in  25  years  at  iMillwood.  The  maximum  flood  of  record  in 
January  1959  had  a  peak  flow  of  38,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Mount 
Vernon.  Total  damages  from  the  1959  flood  are  estimated  at  $5,- 
300,000.  The  average  annual  damages  are  estimated  at  $151,000  on 
the  basis  of  mid-1959  prices  and  stage  development. 
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Recmmnended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Construction  of  the  North 
Branch  Reservoir  on  North  Branch  of  Kokosing  River,  about  2.2  miles 
upstream  from  Fredericktown,  Ohio,  and  snagging  and  clearing  of 
Kokosing  River  downstream  from  Tilden  Avenue  Bridge  in  INIount 
Vernon  for  a  distance  of  about  24,500  feet. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1959) . — 


North 
Branch 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Mount  Ver¬ 
non  clearing 
and  snagging 

Total 

$2, 334, 000 

$104,000 

113,000 

$2, 438, 000 
113, 000 

2, 334, 000 

217, 000 

2, 551,000 

Project  economics. — 


North 
Branch 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Mount  V'er- 
non  clearing 
and  snagging 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

$85, 300 
2, 400 

$3,700 

$89,000 

2,400 

87, 700 

3,700 

4,400 

5,500 

91,400 

4, 400 
5,500 

Non-Federal: 

4,900 

92, 600 
114, 700 

13,600 
28, 200 

106, 200 
142,900 

1.2 

2.1  j  1.3 

Local  cooperation.—^ ox  channel  snagging  and  clearing,  furnish 
lands,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  of 
damages;  maintain  works,  repair  levees  along  Kokosing  River  at 
Mount  Vernon;  enlarge  the  flowage  opening  at  West  High  Street 
Bridge;  accomplish  all  changes,  relocations,  and  alterations  made 
necessary  by  the  works,  except  for  alteration  of  railroad  bridge  at 
mouth  of  Dry  Creek;  prevent  encroachment;  and  adequately  inform 
local  interests  that  the  combined  project  will  not  provide  protection 
against  floods  greater  than  that  of  January  1959.  Agree  that  con¬ 
struction  of  the  reservoir  will  be  contingent  upon  prior  or  simultaneous 
accomplishment  of  the  snagging  and  clearing  work.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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MAD  PaVEK  ABOVT  HUFFMAN  DAM,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  439,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Mad  Eiver  is  a  tributary  of  the  Miami  River  at  Dayton, 
Ohio.  Buck  Creek,  the  principal  tributary,  flows  through  Springfield, 
Ohio,  to  its  junction  wdth  Mad  River. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  February  17, 1959. 

I'Jxisting  project. — None. 

Flood  prohlem. — On  Mad  River  from  Springfield  to  Huffman  Dam, 
a  recurrence,  of  the  1913  flood  would  cause  greater  damage  than  any 
other  known  past  flood.  At  present  development,  damages  at  Wright- 
Patterson  Air  Force  Base  w’ould  be  $1,400,000;  rural  losses  would  be 
$580,000,  and  urban  damages  would  be  $120,000.  Average  annual  dam¬ 
ages  are  estimated  at  $189,000.  On  Buck  Creek  -where  the  principal 
development  is  the  Springfield  metropolitan  area,  a  recurrence  of  the 
1929  flood  would  result  in  urban  damages,  mostly  industrial,  of  $2,238,- 
000,  and  lural  losses  w^ould  be  $38,000.  Average  annual  damages  for 
the  reach  are  estimated  at  $104,000. 

Reeomm, ended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
a  gravel-fill  dam  at  mile  7.3  on  Buck  Creek.  Total  storage  would  be 
32,800  acre-feet  of  which  30,400  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control 
and  2,400  acre-feet  would  be  for  recreation  and  conservation. 

Estim.ated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960) . — Federal,  $7,930,000. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $295, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  42,  000 

Loss  of  land  productivity -  14,  000 


Total _  351, 000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  damages  prevented _  280,  000 

Higher  use  of  land -  9,  000 

Recreation _  265,  000 


Total _  554,  000 


Tienefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Prevent  encroachment  in  Buck  Creek  channel 
lielow  the  reservoir.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission  :  Favorable. 

Com.me.nts  of  the  Burea.u  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would 
expect  that  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the 
Buck  Creek  Reservoir,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  review  the 
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economic  evaluation  of  the  project  in  light  of  the  water  resource 
evaluation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  in  this  project,  as  in  others, 
the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  merely  reflect  the  policy 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  which  has  always  been  followed  in  the 
presentation  of  projects  to  the  Appropriations  Committees. 

KENTUCKY  RIVER,  KY. 

(H.  Doc.  423,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Kentucky  Kiver,  a  tributary  of  the  Ohio  Kiver,  is 
located  in  central  Kentucky. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  of  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate 
adopted  April  22,  1953,  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted 
April  21,  1950,  and  July  29,  1953,  for  flood  control  and  navigation. 

Existing  project. — The  plan  of  development  for  the  basin  includes 
the  Buckhorn,  Booneville,  and  Jessamine  Creek  Reservoir  projects 
and  local  protection  works  at  Jackson  and  Frankfort  for  flood  con¬ 
trol.  There  is  a  6-foot-deep  navigation  project  from  the  Ohio  River 
to  the  confluence  of  the  Middle  and  Xorth  Forks  about  260  miles 
formed  by  14  locks  and  dams. 

Flood  problem. — A  recuiTence  of  the  January-February  1957  flood 
would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $11.7  million;  average  annual 
damages  on  main  stem  and  principal  tributaries  are  estimated  at  $2.7 
million. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  provides  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  dams  and  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  recreation  on  Red 
River,  Carr  Fork  and  Eagle  Creek.  Navigation  improvements  were 
not  found  warranted  at  this  time.  Recommendation  also  provides  for 
deletion  fi’om  the  plan  of  the  Jessamine  Creek  project  which  has  not 
been  constructed. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1958) . — 


Reservoir  projects 

Red  River 

Carr  Fork 

Eagle  Creek 

Total 

Federal-- _ _ _ 

$8, 020, 000 

$9,020,000 

$8,980,000 

$26,020,000 

Project  economics. — 


Reservoir  projects 

Red  River 

Carr  Fork 

Eagle  Creek 

Annual  charges: 

$294. 000 
40,000 
2,000 

$314,000 

32,000 

8,000 

$322, 000 
39.000 
19,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replacements _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity _ 

Total  _ _ _ 

336.000 

354, 000 

380,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented - - - - - 

421,000 

70,000 

457, 000 
30,000 

329,000 

170,000 

491,000 

1.5 

487, 000 
1.4 

499,000 

1.3 

180  RIVER  AN'D  HARBOR  AXD  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection.  Kequested  recrea¬ 
tion  be  made  a  project  purpose  in  Red  River  Reservoir. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  PHS :  Favor- 
able. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  No  objection. 

State  of  Kentuclcy:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— objection  to  submission 
of  report,  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  ex¬ 
pect  that  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the 
Eagle  Creek  Reservoir,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  review  the  eco¬ 
nomic  evaluation  of  the  project  in  light  of  the  water  resource  evalua¬ 
tion  standards  adopted  by  the  administration. 

BUCKHANNON  RFVER,  W.  VA. 

(S.  Doc.  43,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — Buckliannon  River  is  formed  in  Upshur  County,  W.  Va., 
by  the  junction  of  its  right  and  left  forks,  thence  flows  generally 
northerly  46  miles  to  the  Tygart  River  about  28  miles  upstream  of 
Tygart  Dam.  The  city  of  Buckhannon,  at  mile  25,  is  on  a  U-bend  of 
the  river  about  2.3  miles  long. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  adopted  April  30,  1958. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  of  major  proportions  may  occur  at  Buck¬ 
hannon  at  any  time  of  the  year.  The  maximum  flood  of  record,  in 
ISIarch  1918,  had  a  peak  flow  of  12,000  cubic  feet  per  second  and  reached 
an  elevation  of  1,416.3,  or  7.3  feet  above  the  no-damage  stage,  at  the 
Elias  Street  Bridge.  Floods  exceeding  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second 
cause  serious  damage  and  occur  on  the  average  of  once  in  2.4  years.  A 
recurrence  of  the  1918  flood  under  1960  conditions  would  inundate 
511  acres  within  the  city  and  cause  damages  estimated  at  $397,- 
000,  principally  to  residential  and  commercial  properties.  Average 
annual  damages,  on  the  basis  of  1960  conditions  and  values,  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $71,300. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  channel  im¬ 
provement  by  widening,  deepening,  and  realining  the  channel  from  a 
point  1,280  feet  below  the  lower  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  bridge 
about  4  miles  downstream  of  the  corporate  limits,  to  and  through  the 
existing  raceway,  a  distance  of  approximately  4.6  miles. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1960). — 

Federal _ 206,  000 

Non-Federal  _  54, 000 


Totel 


1, 260, 000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$45,700 

$2,900 

2,500 

$48, 600 
2,500 

Total . . . . r . - . 

45, 700 

5,400 

51,100 

62,900 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented . 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-oi-way ;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  all  works  after 
completion;  perform  all  necessary  relocations  and  alterations  of 
utility  facilities ;  establish  channel  limit  lines  and  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  ;  annually  inform  local  interests  that  the  project  will  not  pro¬ 
vide  protection  against  maximum  floods;  and  that  under  extraor¬ 
dinary  stream  runoff  conditions  the  water  level  may  exceed  elevation 
1,416  at  the  Elias  Street  Bridge.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  accept 
the  terms  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agewiies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

State  of  West  Virginia :  F avorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bxireau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

GUTANDOT  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  W.  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  569,  87 tb  Cong.) 

Location. — Guyandot  Eiver,  a  tributary  of  the  Ohio  Eiver  at  Hunt¬ 
ington,  is  located  in  southwestern  West  Virginia. 

Authority. — Eesolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees,  U.S. 
Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  adopted  February  16, 1957,  and 
July  1, 1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Mud  Eiver  Eeservoir  was  authorized  by  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  June  28,  1938.  Floodwalls  have  been  con¬ 
structed  at  mouth  of  stream  for  protection  of  Huntington  against 
Ohio  Eiver  floods  and  Guyandot  Eiver  backwater. 

Flood  prohlem. — The  areas  subject  to  greatest  damages  are  those 
along  and  at  the  mouth  of  Dingess  Eun  at  Stallings,  and  along  Island 
Creek  at  Logan.  Other  areas  frequently  damaged  are  the  communi¬ 
ties  of  Mullens,  Pineville,  Man,  Baileyville,  Gilbert,  and  Chapman- 
ville,  all  along  the  main  stem.  The  maximum  flood  of  record,  except 
at  Man,  occurred  in  January  1957.  Basin  damages  of  over  $2,500,000 
were  concentrated  principally  around  Logan,  where  losses  approxi¬ 
mated  $1,750,000.  The  average  annual  damages  in  the  Guyandot 
Eiver  Basin  under  July  1961  conditions  are  estimated  at  $407,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
a  dam  at  about  mile  117  on  Guyandot  Eiver,  about  5  miles  upstream 
of  Justice,  W.  Va.  Total  storage  would  be  196,000  acre-feet,  of  which 
22,000  acre-feet  would  be  for  sediment  storage  and  recreation  and 
174,000  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control.  Of  the  flood-control 
capacity  3,000  acre-feet  would  be  reserved  for  water  quality  control 
on  a  seasonal  basis. 
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Estimated  cost  {'price  level  of  July  1961 ) . — All  Federal,  $60,477,000. 
Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges :  All  Federal 

Interest  and  amortization _ $1,  807,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  65,  000 

Major  replacements _  2,  000 

Loss  of  land  productivity _  24,  000 


Total _  1,  898,  000 


Annual  benefits ; 

Flood  damages  prevented _  1,  784,000 

General  recreation _  296,  000 

Fish  and  wildlife,  recreation _  35, 000 

Water  quality  control _  25,  000 


Total -  2, 140, 000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Coimnerce :  No  objection. 

Depaidment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

F ederal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau,  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  states  that,  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  would  expect  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  to 
be  accompanied  by  a  reeA^aluation  report  containing  adequate  evidence 
that  the  project  is  economically  justified  after  meeting  certain  con¬ 
ditions  which  would  minimize  the  loss  of  mineral  reserves. 

The  Bureau  further  states  that  it  believes  that,  if  the  project  is 
authorized  by  the  Congress,  arrangements  should  be  made  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  preconstruction  planning  for  further  consideration  of  the 
views  of  affected  interests  within  the  project  area.  The  Bin-eau  notes 
that  it  would  appear  advisable  that  provision  be  made  for  conduct  of 
public  hearings  in  the  locality,  which  under  usual  Corps  of  Engineers 
procedures  would  have  appropriately  preceded  a  recoimnendation  for 
authorization  of  the  project.  Such  hearing  could  be  carried  out  in 
connection  with  the  public  meetings  required  under  the  pro\fisions  of 
the  Land  Acquisition  Policy  Act  of  1960. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  adAuses  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress;  however,  it  states  that  no 
commitment  can  be  made  at  tliis  time  as  to  Avhen  any  estimate  of  ap¬ 
propriation  would  be  submitted  for  construction  of  the  project,  if 
authorized  by  the  Congress,  since  this  Avould  be  governed  by  the 
President’s  budgetary  objectives  as  determined  by  the  then  pre. Availing 
fiscal  situation. 

TAVELVEPOLE  CREEK,  AV.  A  A. 

(H.  Doc.  520,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location. — TAvelvepole  Creek,  a  tributai’y  of  the  Ohio  River,  is  in 
southAvestern  West  Virginia. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  adopted  June  13, 1956. 
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Existing  project. — East  Lynn  Eeservoir  on  East  Fork,  was  autlior- 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1938  as  a  unit  in  the  comprehensive 
plan  for  flood  control  in  the  Ohio  River  Basin.  Floodwalls  have  been 
constructed  at  mouth  of  the  stream,  for  protection  of  Huntington  and 
Ceredo  from  Ohio  River  floods. 

Flood  problem. — Headwater  floods  cause  damages  from  above  the 
junction  of  East  and  West  Forks  to  mile  25  on  Twelvepole  Creek. 
From  mile  25  to  mile  10,  damages  are  caused  by  a  combination  of 
headwater  and  Ohio  River  backwater,  while  below  mile  10,  damages 
are  restricted  to  backwater  flooding.  Numerous  areas  are  subject  to 
flooding  along  both  forks  but  more  extensive  areas  are  flooded  along 
East  Fork  below  Stiltner,  particularly  at  East  Lynn.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  flood  of  record,  February  1939,  reached  a  crest  stage  of  31  feet 
at  W ayne  and  had  an  estimated  discharge  of  21,900  cubic  feet  per 
second.  The  average  annual  damages  in  the  basin  are  estimated  at 
$141,500  under  November  1960  prices  and  conditions. 

Recomimended  plan  of  impravement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
an  earth-fill  dam  at  mile  3.3  on  Beach  Fork.  Total  storage  would  be 
43,785  acre-feet  at  which  37,530  acre-feet  would  be  for  flood  control 
and  6,255  acre-feet  would  be  permanent  storage. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1961). — All  Federal,  $11  million. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $325,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  40, 000 

Major  replacement _  3,  500 

Loss  of  land  productivity _  11,  500 


Total _  380,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 316,  400 

Recreation _  254,  800 


Total _  571,  200 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperatimi. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  No  objections. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objections. 

Department  of  Commerce ;  No  objections. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Fav'orable. 
Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objections. 

CRAB  CREEK  AT  YOUNGSTOWN,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  440,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Crab  Creek  is  a  tributary  of  the  Mahoning  River  at 
Youngstown,  Ohio. 

Authority. — ^Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  LT.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  February  17, 1959. 

Existing  project.- — None. 

Flood  problem. — The  flood  of  January  1959  was  the  largest  of 
modern  record,  with  an  estimated  peak  discharge  of  2,550  cubic  feet 
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per  second  downstream  of  the  Valley  Street  Bridge.  Five  other 
floods,  approaching  that  of  January  1959  in  magnitude,  occurred  in 
the  period  1936  through  April  1959.  Becurrence  of  the  Januai-y 
1959  flood  would  result  in  damages  of  $233,900  based  on  1960  prices 
and  development.  Average  annual  damages  under  1960  conditions 
would  be  $115,000.  The  backwater  effect  of  the  Mahoning  Fiver  dur¬ 
ing  the  1959  flood  was  estimated  to  have  been  downstream  of  the 
damage  area  in  the  lower  reach  of  Crab  Creek. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — Provides  for  enlarging,  pav¬ 
ing,  and  clearing  about  2.4  miles  of  creek  channel  within  the  city, 
and  for  minor  dredging  in  Mahoning  River  at  the  mouth  of  the  creek. 
The  work  would  require  replacement  of  three  railroad  bridges  and 
alteration  of  utilities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1960) . — 

Federal _ $2,  268,  000 

Non-Federal _  245,  000 


Total _  2, 513,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _ ... _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$85,500 

$12,500 

8,000 

$98,000 

8,000 

Total 

85,500 

20,500 

106,000 

120,000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1, 

Local  cooperation.— Furmsh.  lands  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages ;  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion ;  accomplish  changes  and  alterations  except  the 
three  railroad  bridges;  prevent  encroachment;  bear  additional  cost 
resulting  from  construction  of  cutoff  channel  near  Andrew  Avenue  if 
such  is  desired;  prevent  dumping  in  creek;  annually  infoi’in  local 
interests  of  limited  degree  of  protection ;  and  enlarge  waterway  open¬ 
ings  of  restrictive  bridges  downstream  of  Valley  Street,  Local  in¬ 
terests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Com/ments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Ohio :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

SCIOTO  RIVER  BASIN,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  — ,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Scioto  River,  a  major  tributary  of  the  Ohio  River 
at  Portsmouth,  is  located  in  central  Ohio. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  28,  1937. 

Existing  project. — Delaware  Reservoir,  on  Olentangy  River,  con¬ 
structed  in  1951  is  a  Federal  project.  A  local  protection  project 
at  the  mouth  of  the  Scioto  River,  completed  in  1950,  provides  a  high 
degree  of  protection  to  Portsmouth  and  New  Boston,  Ohio,  primarily 
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from  Ohio  River  floods.  Reservoirs  on  Big  Darby,  Deer  Paint,  and 
Rocky  Foi’k  Creeks  are  included  in  the  comprehensive  plan  for 
the  Ohio  River  Basin  approved  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28, 
1938.  None  have  been  built  by  the  Federal  Government.  Rocky 
Fork  project  was  constructed  by  the  State  of  Ohio. 

Flood  'prohlem. — The  principal  damage  centers  are  at  Columbus, 
Chillicothe,  Prospect,  Greencamp,  LaRue,  and  Kenton.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  flood  of  record  for  most  of  the  basin  occurred  in  March 
1913,  in  which  145  deatlis  were  recorded.  The  Januaiy  1959  flood 
exceeded  the  March  1913  flood  in  the  Alum  Creek  and  Big  Walnut 
Creek  areas  and  caused  widespread  damages  in  other  parts  of  the  ba¬ 
sin.  The  January  1959  flood  caused  damages  in  the  basin  estimated  at 
about  $11,950,000.  Average  annual  damages  for  the  basin  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3,660,000,  based  on  July  1961  j) rices  and  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction 
of  Alum  Creek,  Mill  Creek,  and  Salt  Creek  Reservoirs,  all  for  flood 
control,  general  and  fish  and  wildlife  recreation,  and  related  purposes; 
channel  improvements  in  the  Scioto  River  at  Columbus,  and  flood 
protection  at  Chillicothe  by  construction  of  concrete  walls,  earth 
levees,  and  appurtenant  works;  and  modification  of  the  present  au¬ 
thorization  of  Deer  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  provide  a  waterfowl 
management  unit,  consisting  of  additional  project  lands,  a  subim¬ 
poundment  pool,  and  public  water  supply  and  sanitary  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J uly  1961 ) . — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Local  protection: 

$445, 000 
2, 462,000 

1  22, 700, 000 
16, 550, 000 
13, 150, 000 
540, 000 

$126, 000 
905,000 

$571, 000 
3,367,000 

‘22,700,000 
16, 550,000 
13, 150,000 
540,000 

Reservoirs: 

Alum  Creek _ 

Deer  Creek  waterfowl  management  unit _ 

Total--  _ 

55, 847, 000 

1,031,000 

56, 878, 000 

1  $11,060,000  is  reimbursable  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 


Project  economics. — 


Project 

Annual 

economic 

costs 

Annual 

benefits 

Benefit- 
cost  ratio 

Local  protection: 

$30, 000 
111,000 

888, 000 
624,000 
534, 000 

$169, 000 
138, 000 

3. 030, 000 

1, 131, 000 
1, 146, 000 
(■) 

5.6 

1  2 

Recommended  reservoirs: 

Alum  Creek _ _ _ 

3.4 

Mill  Creek _ _ _ 

1.8 

2.1 

Deer  Creek  wildlife  management  unit _ _ 

32,000 

2, 219, 000 

5, 614, 000 

>  The  additional  lands  and  facilities  in  conjunction  with  the  area  which  would  be  used  jointly  for  water- 
fowl  management  and  other  project  purposes  would  provide  substantial  pond  fishing,  farm  game  hunting, 
waterfowl  hunting,  and  other  recreational  opportunities. 


Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  the  United  States  the  first  and 
annual  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  from  Alum  Creek  Reservoir, 
an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $11,060,000  and  $30,000,  respec¬ 
tively;  for  the  channel  improvement  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  and  the 
local-protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  furnish  lands  and  rights- 
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of- way:  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  main¬ 
tain  the  improved  Columbus  channel  and  prevent  encroaclunent  there¬ 
on;  maintain  and  operate  the  works  at  Chillicothe;  and  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  at  Chillicothe,  provide  a  highway  embankment  and  ap¬ 
purtenant  drainage  works,  perform  certain  remedial  works  at  U.S. 
Highway  23  bridge,  backfill  existing  gravel  pits,  and  widen  the  chan¬ 
nel  of  Scioto  Eiver  for  a  distance  of  22,000  feet:  Provided  further. 
That  construction  of  the  individual  projects  recommended  for  au¬ 
thorization  will  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  bv  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  nor  by  responsible  non-Federal  interests  for  construction  of 
the  remaining  projects;  and  provided  further.,  That  construction  of 
the  local-protection  works  at  Chillicothe  be  contingent  upon  prior  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  upstream  reservoirs  for  flood  control. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comm'Cnts  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

G oniments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
reconnnends  that  authorization  of  the  proposed  modification  to  Deer 
Creek  Reservoir  for  waterfowl  enhancement  and  for  improved  hunt¬ 
ing  and  fishing  recreation  be  deferred  until  such  time  as  policy  matters 
pertaining  thereto  are  i-esolved. 

Action  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurred  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  On  this  basis 
the  net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  estimated  at  $55,307,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  has  accepted  the  estimate  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

ALI.EGHENY  PaVEU  AT  SAI.AMANCA,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  166,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Allegheny  River  rises  in  north-central  Pennsylvania, 
flows  northwesterly  to  Salamanca,  N.Y.,  and  thence  southwesterly  to 
Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  where  it  joins  the  iMonongahela  to  form  the  Ohio 
River. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S. 
Senate,  adopted  May  9,  1949,  and,  resolution  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  July  6,  1949. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  in  Salamanca  is  caused  by  rainfall  and 
snowmelt,  coupled  with  the  inadequacy  of  the  river  channel  through 
the  city  and  downstream. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of 
levees  and  floodwalls  with  apurtenant  interior  drainage  facilities  in¬ 
cluding  pumping  plants,  in  three  areas,  along  the  Alleghenv  River  at 
Salamanca,  N.Y. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960)  .— 

Federal - $1,  .390.  000 

Non-Federal -  275,  000 


Total 


1,  665, 000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges _ 

$61, 900 

$14,  600 

$66, 600 
74, 500 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented . . . 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.12. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  accomplish  all  changes, 
relocations,  and  alterations  of  buildings,  utilities,  and  structures ;  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  on  the  improved  waterway;  and  maintain  and 
operate  the  works  after  completion.  New  York  State  Flood  Control 
Commission  has  furnished  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — • 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  obj  ection. 

State  of  New  York :  F avorable. 

C omments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

FRENCH  CREEK  BASIN,  PA. 

( S.  Doc.  95,  87th  Cong.) 

T^ocation. — French  Creek,  a  major  tributary  of  the  Allegheny  River, 
is  located  in  northwestern  Pennsylvania  and  southwestern  New  York. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  Public  Works  Committee,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  May  12, 1950. 

Existing  project. — French  Creek  Reservoir  below  Cambridge 
Springs,  authorized  by  the  Food  Control  Acts  of  1936  and  1938,  would 
have  flood  control  storage  of  117,000  acre-feet.  This  project  is  pre¬ 
sently  classified  inactive.  A  Federal  snagging  and  clearing  project  at 
Cochranton,  Pa.,  was  completed  in  1948. 

Flood  problem. — The  flood  problem  is  most  severe  at  Meadville,  but 
exists  wherever  the  stream  slopes  are  flat  along  the  entire  French 
Creek  Valley  particularly  from  above  Cambridge  Springs  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  Cochranton.  The  flood  of  April  1947,  the  highest  of  record 
in  the  upper  basin,  overflowed  7,000  acres  of  rural  land  and  600  acres 
of  urban  land.  Ite  recurrence  in  1960  would  have  caused  damages 
estimated  at  $3  million.  The  January  1959  flood,  augmented  by  an 
ice  jam,  resulted  in  the  maximum  stages  of  record  at  Meadville  which 
under  1960  conditions  would  also  have  caused  damages  of  almost  $3 
million.  The  average  annual  flood  damages  are  estimated  at  $1,260,- 
000.  ’ 

Recommerided  plan  of  improvement. — ^Consists  of  a  system  of  three 
reservoirs  with  the  following  physical  features : 


Item 

Reservoir 

Union  City 

Muddy  Creek 

Woodcock  Creek 

Stream _  _ _ 

Muddy  Creek 
fil 

Woodcock  Creek. 
46. 

Earth. 

15,100. 

14,700. 

400. 

Location,  river  miles _  _ 

71.2  _ 

Type _ 

Earth _ 

Total  storage,  acre-feet _ 

48,000  _ 

Flood  control  storage,  acre-feet _ 

48,000 _ 

19,fi00 

Recreation,  acre-feet..  _ 

90048^ — 62 - 13 


188  RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


Revocation  of  French  Creek  Reservoir  authorization  is  also  rec¬ 
ommended. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1960) . — 


Union  City 

Muddy 

Creek 

Woodcock 

Creek 

Total 

$8,  596, 000 

$7,110,000 

$7, 396, 000 

$23, 102, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Union  City 

Muddy 

Creek 

Woodcock 

Creek 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$324,  500 

9,  600 
1,900 

$268, 600 
11,000 
1,400 

$263, 800 
30,500 
700 

$856, 900 
51, 100 
4,000 

Loss  of  land  productivity  (economic  cost),. 

336, 000 

281,000 

295,  000 

912, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

822, 000 

302, 000 

279,  000 
65,000 

1, 403, 000 
65, 000 

Total _ 

822,  000 

302,000 

344, 000 

1,468,000 

2.4 

1.07 

1.17 

1.6 

Local  cooperation. — Annually  inform  local  interests  that  the  proj¬ 
ect  reservoirs  do  not  provide  protection  against  maximmn  floods. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  requirement  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  No  objection. 

Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  it  would  expect  that,  prior  to 
a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Woodcock  Creek 
project,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  review  the  economic  evalua¬ 
tion  of  this  project  in  light  of  the  water  resource  evaluation  stand¬ 
ards  adopted  by  the  administration. 

SALINE  RIWER,  ELL. 

The  plan  of  improvement  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
(H.  Doc.  316,  84th  Cong.)  provides  for  channel  improvements  by 
clearing  and  enlargement  of  Saline  River,  and  the  North,  Middle,  and 
South  F orks. 

Estimated  cost  {June  1966  prices) . — 


Federal _ $5,272,000 

Non- Federal _  1,  346,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges _ $286,  000 

Annual  benefits _  386,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ _  !•  35 
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Local  Gooferation. — The  local  requirements,  as  authorized,  are  that 
local  interests  will  furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ;  hold 
and  save;  replace  highway  bridges  and  make  required  alterations; 
maintain  and  operate;  contribute,  in  cash,  15  percent  of  the  Federal 
cost  of  construction  estimated  at  $930,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  contribution  in  the  proj¬ 
ect  document  report  was  required  based  on  policy  prevailing  at  that 
time.  However,  the  current  policy  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  does 
not  require  a  contribution  for  higher  land  use  because  of  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  flood  hazard  unless  the  benefit  is  of  a  windfall  nature, 
which  is  not  true  in  this  case.  The  committee  notes  also  that  the 
project  work  will  affect  areas  designated  for  economic  redevelop¬ 
ment.  In  view  of  these  factors,  the  committee  finds  that  a  cash  con¬ 
tribution  for  the  flood-control  improvements  should  not  be  required. 

ILLINOIS  RIimR  AND  TRIBUTARIES 
(H.  Doc.  472,  87th  Cong.) 

T.ocation. — The  Illinois  River  Basin  is  located  in  portions  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  Wisconsin,  and  Indiana. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  one  on  July  28, 
1937,  and  one  on  May  14,  1941;  and  in  review  of  reports  in  response 
to  an  authorization  contained  in  section  6  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  August  11, 1939. 

Existing  project. — Federal  improvements  in  that  part  of  the  basin 
under  consideration  include  53  authorized  flood  control  projects,  of 
which  34  local  protection  projects  are  completed,  1  is  under  con¬ 
struction,  and  18,  including  Chandlerville  No.  2  Reservoir  on 
Sangamon  River,  have  not  been  started;  and  the  Illinois  Waterway 
for  navigation,  which  provides  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep  over  varying 
widths  between  Lake  Michigan  and  the  Mississippi  River  by  means 
of  8  locks  and  7  dams.  Also,  the  former  Chautauqua  Drainage  and 
Levee  District  has  been  converted  to  a  wildlife  refuge  and  is  operated 
by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Water  resources  problems. — Flood  problems  in  the  basin  are  caused 
by  inadequate  channel  capacities  and,  in  some  cases,  by  encroachment 
on  the  stream-carrying  capacity  by  bridges  and  other  structures.  The 
sources  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  in  the  basin  are 
wells,  streams,  and  reservoirs.  Increasing  demands  are  causing  deple¬ 
tion  and  imposition  of  limited  usage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  a  multiple-pur¬ 
pose  dam  and  reservoir  at  Oakley  and  associated  downstream  channel 
improvement  project,  enlargement  of  existing  levees  and/or  new 
levees  and  floodwalls  and  channel  improvement  for  protection  of  3 
urban  and  13  agricultural  areas,  remedial  work  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Sangamon  River,  at  a  Federal  construction  cost  of  $71,465,000,  the 
net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $66,866,000  after  reimbursement  by 
non-Federal  interests  of  the  costs  allocated  to  water  supply.  For 
deauthorization  of  the  following  projects  authorized  in  the  1936  Flood 
Control  Act :  (a)  Sangamon  River,  mouth  of  Salt  Creek  to  Roby,  Ill. ; 
(&)  Sangamon  River  and  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon  River  portion  only) ; 
(c)  Clear  Lake  levee  at  junction  of  Sangamon  and  Illinois  Rivers, 
Ill.;  and  {d)  McGee  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Illinois 
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River.  The  recommendation  also  provides  that  constimction  of  any 
one  project  may  be  undertaken  independently  of  the  othere  upon 
compliance  with  the  prescribed  requirements  of  local  cooperation  per¬ 
taining  thereto. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1961). — 


Oakley  Dam 
and 

Reservoir 

Local 
protection 
projects  and 
mouth  of 
Sangamon 
River 

.$29,  621, 000 
0) 

$41,844,000 
4, 091,  000 

29, 621, 000 

45, 935, 000 

'  $4,599,000  to  be  teimbursed  by  local  interests  for  water  supply. 


Project  economics  {in  thousands  of  dollars.,  March  1961  prices). — 


Project 


Oakley  Reser\oir  and  channel  improvement-. . 

Peoria,  111 -  - 

Meredosla,  Ill.,  and  Meredosia,  WUlow  Creek, 
and  Coon  Run  Drainage  and  Levee  Districts. 

Eldred,  Ill _ _ _ 

Indian  Creek  area - 

Meredosia  Lake  and  Willow  Creek  Drainage 

and  Levee  District _ _ _ 

McGee  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Scott  County  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Big  Swan  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Hillview  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Hartwell  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Keach  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Eldred  and  Spankey  Drainage  and  Levee 

District _ - . . 

Nutwood  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Lake  Fork  of  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon  River) - 

Farmers  Drainage  and  Levee  District - 

Clear  Lake  Special  Drainage  District - 

Remedial  work  near  mouth  of  Sangamon 
River _ 

Total _ 


Total  cost 

Total  aimual 
charges 

Total  annual 
benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

$29,  621 

$1, 388. 0 

$1, 624. 0 

1.2 

13,686 

581.0 

588.0 

1.01 

2,338 

95.2 

121.7 

1.3 

554 

21.4 

40.3 

1.9 

3,851 

153.4 

173.4 

1.1 

1,615 

60.9 

66.6 

1.1 

3, 486 

136.0 

160.0 

1.2 

2,920 

112.8 

140.0 

1.2 

2,513 

96.9 

130.0 

1.3 

2, 148 

82.2 

127.1 

1.5 

2,177 

82.9 

95.4 

1.2 

1,907 

72.9 

78.8 

1.1 

2, 415 

92.3 

169.1 

1.8 

1,652 

63.1 

104.2 

1.7 

1,516 

76.6 

116.4 

1.5 

785 

34.7 

70.2 

2.0 

2,  ,834 

114.3 

139.8 

1.2 

38 

1.9 

75.  556 

1.2 

Local  cooperation.- — 

(a)  Oakley  Reservoir  project:  Agree  to  pay  the  first  cost  allocated 
to  water  supply,  such  cost  being  presently  estimated  at  15.5  percent  of 
the  totnl,  or  $4,599,000,.  with  such  modification  in  these  amounts  as 
may  be  necessary  to  reflect  adjustments  in  the  storage  capacity  for 
water  supply  and  other  purposes,  to  be  paid  in  a  Imnp  sum  prior  to 
construction  with  appropriate  adjustments  when  actual  costs  are  de¬ 
termined,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  items, 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineei-s,  or  by  annual  payments,  including  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion  and  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance,  over  the  life  of  the  proj^t  as 
deteiTnined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  or  50  years,  whichever  is  the 
lesser ;  agree  to  pay  annually  as  they  occur  the  costs  of  operation  and 
maintenance  allocated  to  water  supply,  such  costs  being  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  22.7  percent  of  the  total,  or  $43,000,  with  such  modification 
in  these  amomits  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  adjustments  in  the 
storage  capacity  for  water  supply  and  other  purposes;  maintain  all 
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roads  and  bridges  in  the  reservoir  area  and  over  the  improved  channel 
downstream  from  the  dam  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  all  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  project,  and  operate  the  existing  non-Federal  dam  and 
reservoir  at  Lake  Decatur  for  flood  control  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(b)  I^al  protection  projects:  Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  ponding  and  spoil- 
disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
bear  the  expense  of  relocating  and  altering  highways,  highway  bridges 
(except  underpinning),  utilities,  buildings,  interior  drainage  facili¬ 
ties,  pipelines,  and  other  structures,  except  railroad  bridges  and  ap¬ 
proaches  ;  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved  channels 
and  ponding  areas;  and  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

REND  LAKE,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  541,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Southern  Illinois  about  5  miles  from  Benton,  Ill. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee,  July  6,  1949. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Water  resources  proFlem. —  (a)  Flooding:  Storms  with  heavy  rain¬ 
fall  occur  most  frequently  during  spring  and  early  summer.  The  flood 
of  May  1961  was  the  largest  of  the  six  major  floods  which  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  basin  since  1915.  Maximum  discharge  at  Benton  was 
35,800  cubic  feet  per  second.  About  103,400  acres  of  bottom  land 
along  Big  Muddy  Eiver  below  the  proposed  Rend  Lake  damsite,  at 
mile  103.7,  are  subject  to  flooding.  The  average  annual  damage  is 
estimated  at  about  $157,000  of  which  $57,000  is  crop  damage  and 
$100,000,  property  damage. 

(6)  Water  supply:  Municipal  and  industrial  water  is  presently 
obtained  from  wells  or  surface  impoundments.  Seasonal  fluctuations 
and  extended  drought  periods  seriously  deplete  water  supplies.  With 
allowances  for  existing  water-supply  facilities,  it  is  estimated  that  the 
net  increase  in  water  demand  by  2010  within  25  miles  of  Benton  will 
be  about  40  million  gallons  per  day. 

(c)  Stream  pollution:  It  is  anticipated  that,  under  State  law,  mu¬ 
nicipalities  will  take  proper  measures  to  correct  the  general  pollution 
problem  for  normal  stream-flow  conditions.  However,  low-flow  aug¬ 
mentation  is  desirable  during  drought  periods  when  there  may  be  little 
or  no  flow  in  the  river. 
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Recommended  fl-an  of  improvement. — The  most  feasible  plan  of 
development  would  consist  of  a  rolled-earth  dam  on  Big  Muddy  River 
at  mile  103.7.  The  dam  would  be  42  feet  high  above  the  flood  plain 
with  a  reinforced  concrete  spillway  and  an  auxiliary  earth  spillway 
located  in  the  east  abutment.  The  combined  length  of  dam  and  spill¬ 
way  would  be  8,900  feet.  Outlet  works  through  the  earth  section  of 
the  dam  would  consist  of  two  6-foot  by  6- foot  sluices  for  regulation  of 
the  pool  under  normal  operating  conditions  and  drawdown  of  the 
pool.  The  reservoir  would  have  a  capacity  of  302,500  acre-feet  con¬ 
sisting  of  111,500  for  flood  control,  109,000  for  water  supply,  57,000 
for  pollution  abatement,  and  25,000  for  siltation.  As  an  adjunct  to 
the  project,  two  small  impoundments  would  be  provided  on  two  of  the 
upper  arms  of  the  reservoir  for  wildlife  conservation. 

Firat  costs. — Federal,  $35,500,000.^ 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$838, 000 
79,000 

$297, 000 
9,000 

$1, 135, 000 
88,000 

Maintenance  and  operation  Including  major  replacements. 

Total _ 

917,000 

306,000 

1,223,000 

216,000 
536, 000 
301,000 
285,000 
61,000 
312, 000 
36,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

Recreation. _ 

W  ater  supply _ 

Area  redevelopment ..  _ 

Pollution  abatement _ 

Fish  and  wildlife  conservation _ 

(Added  transportation  costs) _ 

«  Total _ _ _ _ 

1, 675, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  for  any  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and 
opex-ation  of  the  project ; 

(5)  Reimbui’se  tlxe  IJnited  States  in  accordance  with  the  Water 
Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  the  first  costs  and  the  annual  opera¬ 
tion  aixd  maintenance  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industi'ial 
watei’-supply  stoi’age,  tentatively  estimated  at  $6,031,000  and  $8,800, 
respectively  for  the  ultimate  development. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Inteiuor :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agricultxire :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission.  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  ths  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


*  $6,031,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  latearests  for  water  supply. 
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MISSISSIPPI  RI\TER  AT  GUTTENBERG,  IOWA 
(H.  Doc.  No.  286,  87th  Cong.,  2cl  sess.) 

Location. — Giittenberg  is  in  northeastern  Iowa  on  the  right  bank  of 
the  Mississippi  River. 

Authoiity. — Two  resolutions  of  the  House  Committee  on  Flood 
Control,  both  adopted  September  18, 1944. 

Existing  'project. — No  existing  Federal  flood  control  project  at 
Guttenberg.  Lock  and  dam  No.  10  of  upper  Mississipi  River  naviga¬ 
tion  project  is  at  Guttenberg.  Local  interests  have  constructed  some 
local  flood  protection  measures. 

Flood  problems. — Periodic  high  Mississippi  River  stages  particu¬ 
larly  in  1951  and  1952  have  resulted  in  large  expenditures  for  flood 
lighting  purposes  and  have  caused  extensive  flood  damages  in  the 
area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  north  levee  about  3,040 
feet  long,  a  south  levee  about  2,000  feet  long,  a  jiumping  plant,  and 
appurtenant  works. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J anuary  1960) . — 

Federal _ $729,000 

Non-Pederal _  84,  000 


Total _  813,  000 

Project  economics.- — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$26, 800 

$4, 330 
1,670 

$31, 130 
1,670 

26, 800 

6,000 

32, 800 
38,  700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works ;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  make  any  necessary  altera¬ 
tions  to  utilities,  culverts  for  interior  drainage,  roads,  and  highways 
including  necessary  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadways  where 
required,  and  provision  of  the  necessary  freeboard  on  streets  and  alley 
portions  if  and  when  needed;  and  obtain  appropriate  legal  control 
over  pondage  areas  and  prevent  encroachment  in  such  areas  until  sub¬ 
stitute  areas  or  equivalent  pump  or  outlet  capacity  have  been  provided. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bv/reau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BETWEEN  STE.  GENEVIEVE  AND  ST.  MARYS,  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  519,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — States  of  Missouri  and  Illinois  along  right  bank  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  between  river  miles  110.5  and  123.0  above  the  mouth 
of  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  3, 1945. 

Existing  froject. — The  1936  Flood  Control  Act  authorized  raising 
the  existing  levee  of  the  Ste.  Genevieve  Levee  District  No.  1.  No 
work  was  done  under  this  authority.  The  1944  Flood  Control  Act 
authorized  inclusion  of  Common  Big  Field  in  the  project  although 
all  at  a  lesser  degree  of  protection.  No  work  started  pending  com¬ 
pletion  of  this  report.  The  1938  Flood  Control  Act  authorized  protec¬ 
tion  of  tlie  Kaskaskia  Island  Drainage  and  Levee  District.  Work 
completed  in  August  1942.  Completed  upstream  reservoirs  reduce 
stages  about  1.4  feet. 

Flood  problem. — Approximately  90  percent  of  the  17,840  acres  in 
the  area  under  consideration  are  subject  to  frequent  flooding  by  the 
Mississippi  River,  Saline  River,  and  River  aux  Vases.  The  land  is 
primarily  agricultural. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Raise  the  existing  Kaskaskia 
Island  Drainage  and  Levee  District  levee  about  5  feet  above  its 
present  height  of  about  13  feet.  This  would  be  raised  to  the  design 
grade  established  and  approved  for  Mississippi  River  agricultural 
levees  in  1944. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1961). — 

Federal - ,|2,  500,  000 

Non-Federal -  HO,  OOO 


Total -  2,  610,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$95,  000 

$4,900 

2,700 

1.300 

$99, 900 
2, 700 
1.300 

Maintenance  and  oneration. 

Loss  of  productivity _ 

Total _ 

95,000 

8,900 

103,900 

113,500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project;  (6)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due_  to  the  construction  wmrks;  and  (c)  maintain  and  operate  the 
project  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior ;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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HARRISONVILLE  AND  IVIT  LANDING  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT  NO.  2, 

ILLINOIS 

(H.  Doc.  542,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Harrison ville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  2,  including  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  District 
No.  1,  lies  in  the  Mississippi  River  flood  plain  in  Monroe  County,  Ill., 
between  river  miles  141  and  156  above  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
June  IT,  1948.  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  18,  1959. 

Existing  'project.- — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Harrison  ville 
and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  2  provides  for  rais¬ 
ing  and  enlarging  21.4  miles  of  riverfront  and  flank  levee  and  con¬ 
structing  appurtenant  works,  including  eight  gravity  drainage  struc¬ 
tures.  Construction  of  the  work  was  completed  in  1957. 

Flood  'proMem. — A1  thought  the  menace  of  direct  flooding  from  the 
Mississippi  River  has  been  largely  eliminated  by  levees,  there  remains 
the  problem  of  removing  impounded  interior  drainage.  The  sources 
of  the  impounded  water  are  precipitation  on  the  protected  lowlands, 
accumulation  of  runoff  from  tributary  hill  lands,  and  seepage  from 
the  Mississippi  River.  Most  of  the  accumulated  water  collects  near 
the  middle  third  and  lower  end  of  the  district.  _ 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— pumping  plants  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  gravity  outlets  of  Maeystown  Creek  and  Fountain  Creek. 
The  greatest  excess  of  benefits  over  costs  would  be  realized  with  pump¬ 
ing  capacities  of  600  and  30  cubic  feet  per  second,  respectively.  Raise 
the  grade  of  the  levee  for  1,000  feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  plants 
to  prevent  possible  overtopping  and  crevassing  in  the  immediate 
vicinities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Jul/y  1960) . — 

Federal _ $1, 112,  000 

Non-Federal _  700 

Total _  1, 112,  700 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$42, 800 
28,800 

$28, 800 

28,  800 

71, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

110, 000 
36, 500 

146, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Maeystown  Creek,  2.1;  Fountain  Creek,  1.7. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  the 
project;  (6)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  (c)  maintain  and  operate  the  project,  in- 
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eluding  the  pumping  plants,  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Ainiy ;  and  {d)  prevent 
encroachment  on  improved  channels  and  ponding  areas  and,  if  ponding 
areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity 
or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United 
States. 

Com/ments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior ;  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

COLUMBIA  drainage  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT  NO.  3,  ILLINOIS 
(H.  Doc.  543,  S7th  Cong.) 

Location. — Mississippi  River  flood  plain  in  INIonroe  County,  Ill.,  be¬ 
tween  river  miles  156  and  166  above  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — House  and  Senate  Public  "Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  June  lY,  1948,  and  June  18,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  fro  feet. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Columbia 
Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  3  provides  for  raising  and  enlarging 
20.1  miles  of  riverfront  and  flank  levee  and  constructing  appurtenant 
works,  including  nine  gravity-drainage  structures.  Construction  of 
the  work  was  essentially  completed  in  1958. 

Flood  froblem. — Although  the  menace  of  du-ect  floodmg  from  the 
Mississippi  River  has  been  largely  eliminated  by  levees,  there  remains 
the  problem  of  removing  impounded  interior  drainage.  The  sources 
of  the  impounded  water  are  precipitation  on  the  protected  lowlands, 
accumulation  of  runoff  from  tributary  hill  lands,  and  seepage  from  the 
Mississippi  River.  The  accumulated  water  collects  near  the  middle 
third  and  lower  end  of  the  district.  Under  ordinary  circumstances, 
this  area  is  drained  by  Franey  Lake  ditch.  Long  slash.  Dogwood 
Slough,  and  Shehan  Lake  ditch. 

Recommended  flan  of  imfrovement. — The  district  engineer  finds 
that  the  most  suitable  plan  for  reducing  impoundment  flooding  would 
be  to  provide  pumping  plants  adjacent  to  the  outlets  of  Long  slash 
and  Franey  Lake  ditch.  Drainage  from  Shehan  Lake  ditch  and  Dog¬ 
wood  Slough  would  be  diverted  to  Long  slash  by  ditches  1,300  and 
1,200  feet  in  length.  He  finds  that  the  greatest  excess  of  benefits  over 
costs  would  be  realized  with  pumping  capacities  of  200  and  30  cubic 
feet  per  second,  respectively.  The  district  engineer  proposes  to  raise 
the  grade  of  the  levee  by  2  feet  for  a  distance  of  1,000  feet  on  each  side 
of  the  pumping  stations  to  prevent  possible  overtopping  and  crevassing 
in  the  immediate  vicinities.  Local  interests  would  construct  on-farm 
drainage  ditches  on  about  700  acres  of  land. 

Estimated  cost  {f>rice  level  of  January  1961). — 

B'ederal - $986,000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 


Total, 


992,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Long  slash  ditch: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$31, 320 

$170 

7,700 

1,660 

50 

$31, 490 
7,  700 
1,660 
50 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Major  replacement _ 

Total _ _ 

31, 320 

9,580 

40, 900 

Franey  Lake  ditch: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

6,  735 

85 

3,900 

560 

20 

6,820 
3, 900 
560 
20 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ 

Replacements _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

6,735 

4,565 

11, 300 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Long  slash 
ditch 

Franey  Lake 
ditch 

Total 

$33, 200 
19,  700 

$8,  200 
7,  500 

$41, 400 
27, 200 

52, 900 

15,  700 

68, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Long  slash  ditch,  1.3;  Franey  Lake  Ditch,  1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  tlie  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  the  proj¬ 
ect;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  due  to  the 
construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  the  project,  including  the 
pumping  plants,  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  and  prevent  encroachment 
on  improved  channels  and  ponding  areas,  and,  if  ponding  areas  and 
capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equiv¬ 
alent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

PRAIRIE  DU  PONT  LEVEE  AND  SANITARY  DISTRICT,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  540,  87th  Cong.) 

T^ocation. — The  district  lies  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Mississippi 
River  between  miles  166  and  175  above  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  River, 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee,  June  17,  1948,  and 
August  20,  1957 ;  Senate  Public  Works  Committee,  July  18,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Prairie  du  Pont 
Levee  and  Sanitary  District  provides  for  raising  and  enlarging  15.2 
miles  of  riverfront  and  flank  levee  and  constructing  appurtenant 
works,  including  nine  gravity-drainage  structures.  The  work  was 
scheduled  for  completion  in  1961.  Nine  main  ditches  and  streams 
traverse  the  lowest  portions  of  the  area. 

Flood  problem. — Substantial  and  repetitive  damages  have  occurred 
due  to  blocked  interior  drainage  when  stages  on  the  Mississippi  River 
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exceeded  15  to  30  feet  on  the  Market  Street  gage  at  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
Drainage  would  be  blocked  at  least  once  almost  every  year,  varying 
in  duration  from  a  few  days  to  a  maximum  of  147  days.  The  Palmer 
Creek  drainage  area,  the  largest  in  the  district,  is  affected  by  a  river 
stage  of  15  feet.  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  (East)  area  is  affected 
by  a  river  stage  of  20  feet,  and  the  remaining  areas  are  affected  by  a 
river  stage  of  30  feet.  Blocked  drainage  occurs  generally  during 
the  planting  season,  March  through  July. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provide  pumping  plants  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  outlets  of  Palmer  Creek,  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek 
(West) ,  Falling  Spring  Ditch,  and  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  (East) . 
The  greatest  excess  of  benefits  over  costs  would  be  realized  with 
pumping  capacities  of  225,  35,  5,  and  17  cubic  feet  per  second,  respec¬ 
tively.  District  engineer  proposes  to  raise  the  grade  of  the  levee  by  2 
feet  for  a  distance  of  1,000  feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  stations 
to  insure  against  overtopping  in  the  immediate  vicinities. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal - $921,000 

Non-Federal _  4, 300 

Total -  925, 300 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ _  _  . 

(') 

(*) 

00 

o 

O 

Maintenance  and  operation... _ 

Total _ 

$52,  lOO 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  . 

$157, 800 
5.8, 800 

Increased  land  use _ _ _ 

Total _ 

211,  600 

■  Breakdown  not  available. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  Avithout  cost  to  tlie  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-Avay  for  the  construction  of  the  proj¬ 
ect;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  the  project,  including  the 
pumping  plants,  after  completion  in  accordance  Avith  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  and  preA^ent  encroachment  on 
improA^ed  channels  and  ponding  areas,  and  if  ponding  areas  and  ca¬ 
pacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent 
pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  StMe  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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RICHLAND  CREEK,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  571.  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Richland  Creek  lies  in  Monroe,  St.  Clair,  and  Randolph 
Counties,  in  southeastern  Illinois. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
September  16,  1948,  and  July  18,  1957,  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  resolution  adopted  August  ilO,  1957. 

Existing  'project. — None. 

Flood  problem. — The  urban  area  of  the  city  of  Belleville  has  ex¬ 
perienced  floods  with  some  loss  of  life.  The  rural  area  (reach  3)  a 
mainly  agricultural  and,  being  generally  flat,  floods  with  accompany¬ 
ing  destruction  of  crops. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  district  engineer  has  de¬ 
termined  that  the  plan  of  improvement  which  would  afford  the  great¬ 
est  overall  benefit  to  the  Richland  Creek  Basin  would  consist  of  (a) 
the  two  detention  reservoirs  proposed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice;  and  (b)  urban  channel  improvement  of  maximum  capacity  con¬ 
sistent  with  space  limitations  through  Belleville,  including  necessary 
bridge  modifications,  and  clearing,  cleaning,  and  rectification  of  the 
existing  channel  in  the  rural  reach  3  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
These  improvements  would  provide  protection  against  the  standard 
project  flood  in  the  urban  reach  through  Belleville  and  against  the  2- 
year  flood  in  reach  3. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1961). — 


Federal - $4^  995^  OOO 

Non-Federal -  574^  000 

Total -  5^  569,  oOO 

Project  economics.— 

Annual  charges _  233  400 

Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented _  273,  900 

Other  (enhancement) _  36^300 

Total -  310,200 


Beneft-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Tmcal  cooperation. —  {a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project;  {b)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  altera¬ 
tions  of  highways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities 
made  necessai-y  by  construction  of  the  project;  (c)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
((Z)  maintain  the  improved  channel  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  (e)  prevent 
encroachment  on  the  improved  channel ;  and  (/)  at  least  annually  in¬ 
form  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  protection  in 
the  agricultural  reaches  against  major  floods.  Local  interests  are  will¬ 
ing  to  furnish  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable.  Suggest  coordination 
with  Soil  Conservation  Service  prior  to  construction. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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JOANNA  RESERVOIR,  SALT  RIV15R,  MO. 

(H.  Doo.  .507,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Salt  River  rises  in  Schuyler  County,  Mo.,  about  12  miles 
south  of  the  Missouri-Iowa  State  line,  and  flows  generally  southeast 
about  192  miles  to  the  Mississippi  River  near  Louisiana,  Mo.  Joanna 
Dam  would  be  located  on  Salt  River  about  16  miles  southwest  from 
Hannibal,  IMo. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act,  June  22, 1936. 

Existing'  project.— Y\ood  Control  Act  of  1936  authorized  partici¬ 
pation  with  the  Riverland  Levee  District  in  levee  construction  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  mouth  of  Salt  River.  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1937 
authoi'ized  acquisition  of  lands  damaged  by  flooding  resulting  from 
operation  of  Mississippi  River  navigation  project.  The  Flood  Control 
Act  of  June  28,  1938,  authorized  the  Joanna  Dam  project  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  the  upper  Mississippi  River  Basin.  A  Federal  project 
provides  for  raising  and  enlarging  approximately  14.6  miles  of  levee 
in  the  Riverland  Levee  District  near  the  mouth  of  the  river.  The 
levee  system,  affording  partial  protection  to  about  5,800  acres,  was 
built  by  local  interests  with  Federal  assistance.  About  2,720  acres 
of  lowlands  near  the  mouth  of  Salt  River,  which  were  damaged  by 
the  Mississippi  River  navigation  project,  have  been  acquired  by  the 
United  States. 

Flood  problem. — Rainstorms  cause  the  streams  to  rise  rapidly. 
Flow  usually  returns  to  bank  full  within  3  to  4  days. 

Recommended  plan  of  hnprovement. — Construction  of  a  dam  and 
pumped  power  facilities  to  serve  the  functions  of  flood  control,  power, 
low-flow  augmentation  for  Mississippi  River  navigation,  water  sup¬ 
ply,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  7Pd7)  .—Federal,  $63,300,000.^ 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... _ _ _ 

$2, 485, 900 
392,  400 
187,  200 

.$69, 000 
7,000 

$2, 554, 900 
399, 400 
187,  200 

Total _ _ _ _ _  - 

3, 066, 500 

76,000 

3, 141,  500 

Annual  benefits,  damages  prevented: 

1,  317, 500 
3,100 
1, 089, 700 
105, 000 
261, 500 
1,  380, 000 

4, 156, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Pay  $1,908,000  toward  construction  costs  and 
$7,000  annually  for  operation  and  maintenance  and  replacements  as 
allocated  to  local  interests  because  of  water  supply. 


*  $1,908,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  Interests  for  water  supply. 
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C omments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission  :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Ao  objection  to  submis¬ 
sion  of  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes 
that  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  benefits  used  to  justify  the  project 
result  from  fish  and  wildlife  and  general  recreation,  and  that  the  re¬ 
cently  approved  administration  standards  for  the  formulation  and 
evaluation  of  water  resources  projects  provide  appropriately  for  the 
consideration  of  these  purposes.  The  Bureau  states  that  consideration 
IS  currently  being  given  to  the  problems  of  cost  allocation  and  of  re¬ 
imbursement  and  cost  sharing  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
non-Federal  bodies — matters  not  dealt  with  fully  in  the  policies  and 
standards  recently  approved  by  the  President,  and  that  there  is  also 
under  consideration  the  development  of  detailed  standards  to  supple¬ 
ment  the  new  principle  for  estimating  recreation  benefits,  including 
those  derived  from  the  recreational  aspects  of  fish  and  wildlife.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  requests  for 
funds  to  initiate  construction  of  this  project,  it  would  be  reevaluated 
in  the  light  of  the  administration’s  standards  and  policies  applicable 
at  that  time. 

pecatonica  river,  ill.  and  wis. 

(H.  Doc.  539,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  south-central  Wisconsin  and  north-central  Illinois. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1946. 

Existing  project. — An  authorized  local  protection  project  at  Free¬ 
port,  Ill. 

Flood  problem. — This  basin  is  subject  to  flooding  during  all  seasons 
of  the  year. 

Recommended  plan  of  imprd'Vement. — Consists  of  about  6,000  feet 
of  channel  improvement,  4,500  feet  of  levee,  780  feet  of  concrete  flood- 
wall,  three  closure  structures,  a  pumping  plant,  drainage  facilities,  and 
modification  of  a  highway  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level). — 

Federal _  $850,  000 

Non-Federal _  182,  000 


Total _  1,032,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . 

$31,  400 

$8,  500 
3,200 

$39, 900 
3,200 

Total  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

31,400 

11,700 

43. 100 

45. 100 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented  . - . . 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.05. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  areas  and  spoil-disposal  areas,  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  altera¬ 
tions  of  buildings,  utilities,  highway  bridges,  roads,  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent 
any  encroachment  on  the  flood  channels  and  ponding  areas  which 
would  decrease  the  effectiveness  of  the  flood  control  improvements, 
and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  provide 
substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity ;  and  at 
least  amiually  notify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide 
complete  flood  protection. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  F avorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 


MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  URBAN  AREAS  FROM  HAMPTON,  ILL.,  TO  CASSVILLE,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  4.50,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  reach  of  the  Mississippi  Eiver  from  Hampton,  Ill., 
mile  491.8  to  the  vicinity  of  Cassville,  Wis.,  mile  606.7,  above  the  mouth 
of  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — This  interim  report  is  in  partial  response  to  two  reso¬ 
lutions  adopted  September  18,  1944,  by  the  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  project. — The  only  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  local  flood 
control  project  in  this  reach  is  a  levee  with  appurtenant  works  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  town  of  Sabula,  Iowa.  Construction  was  completed  in  No¬ 
vember  1957  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $411,915. 

Flood  problem. — The  flood  plain  in  the  reach  of  the  Mississippi 
River  considered  in  this  report  contains  17  urban  areas.  Tlie  problem 
is  the  reoccurring  flood  damage  in  these  urban  areas.  Ten  major 
floods  of  record  occurred  during  the  period  1880  to  1954.  Average 
annual  flood  damages  under  present  conditions  of  development  at 
the  communities  investigated  are  estimated  at  $1,336,800,  of  which 
90  percent  are  at  Dubuque  and  Clinton. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  provides  for  im¬ 
provements  for  flood  control  at  Dubuque,  Iowa,  consisting  of  levees, 
floodwalls,  and  appurtenant  works,  including  a  navigation  openino-  at 
the  mouth  of  Dubuque  Harbor. 


Estimuted  cost  {price  level.,  July  1969) . — 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


$5,  350, 000 
150,000 


Total. 


5,  500,  000 
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Project  economics. — ■ 


Federal 

Non-Fed  eral 

Total 

Annual  ctiarges: 

Interest  and  amortization.. _ 

$200,900 

$7, 350 
12, 750 

$208,250 
12, 750 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _ 

Total _  .. 

200,900 

20,100 

221,000 

291,400 

Annual  benefits;  Damages  prevented _  . 

Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army ;  modify  or  relocate  buildings,  utilities,  sewers,  and  other 
facilities  where  necessary  in  the  construction  of  the  project,  including 
necessary  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadways ;  and  obtain  legal 
control  over  pondage  areas  and  prevent  encroachment  until  substitute 
pondage  or  increased  pumping  capacity  has  been  provided  at  local 
expense.  Officials  of  the  city  of  Dubuque  have  indicated  their  will¬ 
ingness  to  comply  with  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

KICKAPOO  RPVTIR,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  557,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Kickapoo  River  rises  in  Monroe  County,  in  south¬ 
western  Wisconsin,  and  flows  south  and  southwest  through  Vernon, 
Richland,  and  Crawford  Counties,  and  empties  into  the  Wisconsin 
River  near  Wauzeka,  about  16  miles  upstream  from  the  junction  of 
the  latter  stream  with  the  Mississippi  River. 

Authority. — Section  6  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936, 
as  amended  by  section  6  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  August 
28, 1937. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  flood-control  projects  in 
the  river  basin.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  constructed  two 
runoff  retarding  dams  on  the  headwaters  of  the  west  branch  of  the 
Kickapoo  River  under  the  pilot  watershed  program. 

Flood  problem. — The  Kickapoo  Valley  is  subject  to  a  destructive 
flood  practically  every  year.  About  13,000  acres  of  agricultural  lands 
and  8  urban  areas  below  La  Farge  sustain  damage  during  major 
floods.  Average  annual  damages  are  $765,000,  of  which  approxi¬ 
mately  50  percent  are  urban.  Recurrence  of  the  July  1951  flood  would 
cause  damages  totaling  $1,900,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  and  reservoir  on 
Kickapoo  River,  about  1  mile  upstream  from  the  village  of  La  Farge, 
operated  for  flood  control,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  general 
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recreation,  and  a  reduction  in  aggradation  downstream  from  the 
reservoir.  The  reservoir  would  have  a  total  capacity  of  75,000  acre- 
feet  at  the  maximum  pool  of  the  spillway  design  flood,  66,000  acre- 
feet  for  the  reservoir  design  flood,  and  10,250  acre-feet  for  the  con¬ 
servation  pool.  About  14.5  miles  of  channel  enlargement  would  be 
required  for  suitable  operation  of  the  reservoir.  Supplemental  flood 
protection  would  be  provided  at  Soldiers  Grove  by  the  construction  of 
a  levee  extending  along  the  right  bank  about  3,200  feet  long  and  a 
levee  on  the  left  bank  aboiit  2,800  feet.  A  short  levee  embankment 
about  70  feet  long  would  be  provided  at  the  upstream  end  of  the 
former  railroad  cut  near  the  north  limits  of  the  village.  Interior 
drainage  would  be  pumped.  Two  bridges  Avould  be  raised,  and  the 
channel  enlarged  near  the  bridges.  Supplemental  flood  protecfion 
would  be  provided  at  Gays  Mills  by  construction  of  a  levee  on  the 
left  bank  of  about  6,000-foot  length  which  would  surround  the  built- 
up  portion  of  Gays  Mills  on  three  sides.  Interior  drainage  would  be 
ponded  and  pumped.  The  highway  bridge  would  be  raised  and  the 
channel  would  be  enlarged. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  Decemher  19G0) . — • 


La  Farge 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Soldiers 
Grove  levee 

Gays  Mills 
levee 

Total 

Federal..  _  .. 

$14,894,000 

0 

$271,000 

190,000 

$405,000 

142,000 

$15,570,000 

332,000 

Non-Federal _  . 

Total  _ 

14, 894,000 

461,000 

547.000 

15,902,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

La  Farge  Reservoir _ 

$484, 800 
7,900 
11,  700 

$484,  800 
17, 100 
19,  500 

Soldiers  Grove  levees _ 

$9,200 

7,800 

Gays  Mills  levee  _  . 

Total _ 

504,  400 

17,000 

521, 400 

Flood 

control 

General 

recreation 

Fish  and 
wildlife 

Total 

.Annual  benefits: 

La  Farge  Reservoir  _  . 

$488, 100 
22,000 
32, 400 

$112,  800 

$11,000 

$611, 900 
22,000 
32,400 

Soldiers  Grove  levees _ 

Gays  Mills  levee _ _ _ _ 

Total  _ 

542,  500 

112,  800 

11,000 

666,300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — La  Farge  Eeservoir,  1.3;  Soldiers  Grove  levees, 
1.3;  Gays  Mills  levee,  1.7;  overall,  1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  levees  at  Soldiers 
Grove  and  Gays  Mills,  local  interests  agree  to  provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  each  usable  element  of  the 
work  after  completion,  and  all  of  the  works  after  completion  thereof 
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in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army ;  make  all  necessary  relocations  of  buildings,  utilities,  higliway 
bridges,  sewers,  roads,  and  other  structures  required  in  connection 
with  the  work;  and  prevent  encroachments  on  improved  channels, 
floodways,  and  ponding  areas  unless  and  until  substitute  storage  capac¬ 
ity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  provided  without  cost  to  the 
United  States.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability 
to  furnish  required  cooperation. 

Comments  o  f  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin :  F avorable. 

C oinments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

WARROAD  RIVER  AND  BULL  DOG  CREEK,  MINN. 

(H.  Doc.  449,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  north-central  Minnesota  near  the  international 
boundary.  Warroad  River  flows  into  Lake  of  the  Woods,  a  boundary 
lake  which  is  a  part  of  the  Hudson  Bay  drainage  system.  Bull  Dog 
Creek  is  a  principal  tributary  of  Warroad  River. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944. 

Existing  'project.- — No  existing  Federal  project  for  flood  control. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  numerous  drainage  ditches  through¬ 
out  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Agricultural  development  is  greatly  hampered  by 
flooding. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  34  miles  of 
channel  improvement  along  Warroad  River,  East  Branch,  Bull  Dog 
Creek,  County  Ditch  No.  10,  and  County  Ditch  No.  6,  and  appurtenant 
works. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  April  1960). — 

Federal _  $972, 000 

Non-Federal _  367, 000 


Total _  1,339,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$36,500 

$17,  600 
6,  800 

$54, 100 
6,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total  _ _ _ _ 

36, 500 

24,400 

60,900 

Annual  benefits: 

79, 600 
22,200 

101,  700 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  or  equivalent  construction 
work  9.9  percent  of  the  gross  Federal  construction  cost  (exclusive  of 
county  ditch  No.  6),  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $93,000,  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
contribution  to  be  determined  after  actual  costs  are  known;  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project  including  changes  to 
highway  channel  crossings  and  miscellaneous  utilities ;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  on  the  proposed  rights-of-way  and  improved  channels; 
provide  an  organization  capable  of  furnishing  the  required  local  coop¬ 
eration;  and  construct  and  maintain  the  associated  drainage  works 
needed  to  effectively  use  the  improved  outlet  system.  It  is  considered 
that  local  interests  are  financially  able  and  willing  to  meet  all  condi¬ 
tions  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

State  of  Minnesota :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RIVER  ROUGE,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  148,  87th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  River  Rouge  Basin  is  located  in  the  southeastern 
comer  of  the  lower  peninsula  of  the  State  of  Michigan  and  lies  within 
the  counties  of  Wayne,  Oakland,  and  Washtenaw.  Tlie  basin  is  fan 
shaped  and  extends  about  24  miles  from  north  to  south  and  about  33 
miles  from  east  to  west. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  30,  1948. 

Existing  project. — None. 

Flood  profblem. — An  investigation  of  the  flood  problems  of  the  River 
Rouge  and  its  tributaries  indicates  that  the  reaches  upstream  of  Mich¬ 
igan  Avenue  experience  annual  flooding.  The  flood  of  April  1947, 
the  largest  of  record,  inundated  the  utility  tunnels  of  the  Ford  Motor 
Co.  plant,  employing  40,000  persons,  and  caused  complete  shutdown 
of  the  plant.  Average  annual  flood  damages  in  the  reach  below  Mich¬ 
igan  Avenue,  adjusted  for  future  conditions,  are  estimated  at  $853,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  River 
Rouge,  Mich.,  for  flood  control,  by  channel  straightening  and  enlarge¬ 
ment  from  Michigan  Avenue  to  the  navigation  turning  basin. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level.,  December  1959) . — 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$8,  6.59,  000 
10,  877,  300 


Total 


19,  536, 300 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization,  . . 

$314, 200 

0 

$421,  700 
25,000 

$735, 900 
25,000 

Maintenance  and  operation, . 

Total _ _ _ _ 

314,  200 

446, 700 

760, 900 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

820, 600 

98, 700 

other:  Savings  to  local  interests  in  future  sewer  con¬ 
structions . . . 

Total _  . 

919, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation.— fa)  Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  suitable  spoil-disposal  areas 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  (h)  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (c)  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  {d)  prescribe  and 
enforce  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  designed 
to  prevent  encroachments  on  the  proposed  rights-of-way  and  the  im¬ 
proved  channel,  and  to  keep  non-pile-supported  bank  loads  a  minimum 
distance  of  50  feet  from  the  top  of  the  bank;  (e)  construct  new  high¬ 
way  bridges  as  required;  and  (/)  make  all  alterations  and  additions 
to  highway  bridges,  utility  crossings,  sewer  outlets,  and  interfering 
structures  within  the  proposed  channel  rights-of-way.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  ability  and  willingness  to  furnish  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

SANDUSKY  RIVER,  OHIO 
(S.  Doc.  136,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.-— Sandusky  River  is  located  in  north-central  Ohio. 
The  river  rises  in  Richland  County,  flows  generally  northwestward, 
and  empties  in  the  western  end  of  Sandusky  Bay,  an  arm  of  Lake 
Erie,  about  70  miles  west  of  Cleveland. 

Authority. — Partial  response  to  a  resolution  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  adopted  on  February  24,  1948. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  in  the  basin. 

Flood  prohlem. — Flood  problems  in  the  Sandusky  River  Basin  are 
due  principally  to  development  of  flood-plain  areas  without  provision 
of  alternate  routes  in  floodflows.  The  channel  is  not  sufficiently  large 
to  contain  high  discharges,  and  ice  jams  which  frequently  form  on 
the  lower  portions  of  the  river  result  in  high  stages  at  Fremont. 
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Recommended  flan  of  imfvovement. — Provides  for  channel  widen¬ 
ing,  deepening,  and  straightening  together  with  levees,  floodwalls, 
and  ai)pnrtenant  works  at  Fremont,  Ohio. 

Estimated  cost  {frice  levels  March  1961). — 

Federal _ $4,  300,  000 

Non-Federal _  400,  OOO 


Total _  4,  790,  000 


Project  economics. — \ 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$127, 300 

$20, 800 
14, 000 

$148, 100 
14,  OOOi 
200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Surveys  and  inspection _ 

200 

Total _  _  . 

127, 500 

34, 800 

162,300 
283, 500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7, 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  and  sump 
areas,  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  ac¬ 
complish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of  streets,  buildings,  pipe¬ 
lines,  utilities,  bridges,  and  other  structures  (except  railroad  facil¬ 
ities)  made  necessary  b}^  the  construction  work;  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  pi-escribe  and  enforce  regula¬ 
tions  to  prevent  encroachment  on  channels,  rights-of-ways,  and  pond¬ 
ing  areas  necessary  to  proper  functioning  of  the  project ;  and  at  least 
annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  proposed  imjn-ovements 
will  not  provide  protection  against  floods  of  a  magnitude  equivalent 
to  that  of  March  1913.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and 
ability  to  furnish  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

TRUCKEE  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  CALIFORNIA  AND  NEVADA 

(H.  Doc.  435,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Truckee  River  Basin,  in  northeastern  California 
and  western  Nevada,  originates  at  the  outlet  of  Lake  Tahoe,  flows  for 
110  miles  generally  north  and  east,  and  terminates  in  Pyramid  Lake, 
N  ev. 

Authority. — 1938  Flood  Control  Act. 

Existing  project. — Existing  flood  control  improvements  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  consist  of  channel  clearing  and  snagging  through 
the  city  of  Reno  uiistream  to  the  Califoi-nia-Nevada  State  line.  En¬ 
largement  of  the  outlet  channel  at  Lake  Tahoe  and  7.5  miles  of  chan¬ 
nel  improvements  downstream  from  Reno  are  under  construction. 
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Bureau  of  Reclamation  improvements  include  controlled  stora<>e  in 
Lake  Tahoe  for  irrigation  and  power,  completed  in  1915;  the  Boca 
Reservoir,  completed  in  1939,  on  Little  Truckee  River  for  irrigation; 
and  the  authorized  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  at  the  Stampede  site 
on  Little  Truckee  River  and  the  Prosser  Creek  site. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  caused  by  rainfall  from  November  through 
March  and  characterized  by  high  peaks  and  short  durations  result 
in  extensive  damages,  particularly  at  Reno  and  vicinity,  to  expensive 
hotels,  industrial  and  commercial  firms,  offices,  and  residences.  The 
flood  problem  is  aggravated  by  bedload  deposition  in  the  channel  and 
by  large  amounts  of  drift  which  collect  at  the  street  bridges. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  15,000-acre-foot  I'eservoir 
for  flood  control  at  the  Martis  Creek  site  about  32  miles  upstream  from 
Reno,  together  with  channel  improvements  in  Reno. 

Estimated  cost  (1959  pmce  level) . — 

Federal - $2.  3S.5,  OnO 

Noil-Federal _  70,  OOO 


Total -  2,  460,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$89, 000 
14, 000 

$3, 500 
12, 000 

$92, 500 
26, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

103, 000 

15, 500 

118, 500 
164, 600 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  a  chamiel  capacity  of  14,000  cubic  feet 
per  second  in  Truckee  River  through  Reno,  including  necessary  modi¬ 
fications  and  relocations  of  existing  structures  and  facilities;  main¬ 
tain  the  channel  through  Reno  to  preserve  the  channel  capacity  of 
14,000  cubic  feet  per  second;  prevent  encroachment  in  the  channel; 
rnaintain  the  channel  between  Reno  and  the  California  Nevada  State 
line  clear  of  all  debris  and  drift ;  and  adequately  inform  interests  af¬ 
fected  that  the  project  does  not  provide  protection  against  maximum 
floods.  They  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Makes  several  comments  including 
that  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  which  is  concerned  about 
the  passage  of  fish  upstream  through  the  ungated  outlet  works. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  has  replied  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  that  appropriate  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  views  of 
the  Department  during  the  planning  stage  and  after  construc¬ 
tion,  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Dej^artment  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

State  of  Nevada :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Makes  several  comments  including  that 
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further  consideration  be  given  to  including  a  gated  outlet  works 
for  conservation  use.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  has  replied  indi¬ 
cating  that  full  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  views  of  the 
State  after  construction,  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

ALAMEDA  CREEK,  CALIF. 

(S.  Doc.  128,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Alameda  Creek  rises  in  Santa  Clara  County  and  flows 
generally  westward  to  enter  the  southern  arm  of  San  Francisco  Bay. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopt^ 
April  15, 1949,  and  June  17, 1949. 

Existing  froject. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Flood  problem. — The  flood  problem  consists  of  overbank  flooding  in 
the  Coastal  Plain  area  and  Livermore  Valley,  erosion  and  inundation 
in  Nile.s  Canyon,  and  inadequate  drainage  in  Livermore  Valley. 

Reconvmervded  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  improvements  and 
levees  for  the  Coastal  Plain  and  Federal  participation  in  the  multiple- 
purpose  Del  Valle  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  be  constructed  by  the  State 
of  California. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 


Del  Valle 
Reservoir 

Coastal 

Plain 

Total 

Federal _ 

1  $4, 070, 000 
8, 300, 000 

$10, 610, 000 
2,400,000 

$14, 680, 000 
10, 700, 000 

Total _ 

12, 370, 000 

13, 010, 000 

25, 380, 000 

‘  Consists  of  $3,800,000  cash  contribution  to  the  State  and  $270,000  for  Federal  cost  of  engineering,  design 
supervision,  and  administration. 


Project  economics. — ■ 


Del  Valle  Reservoir  (Federal  participa¬ 
tion  for  flood  control) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$148, 200 

1  28, 000 

$500 

0 

$148, 700 
28,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

176, 200 

500 

176, 700 

1  Present  worth  of  $776,000  to  be  paid  in  lump  sum  to  State. 
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Coastal  Plain  improvements 

Total 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  .  . 

$458, 000 

$144, 000 
132, 000 
15, 000 

$602,  OOO 
132,  OOO 
15,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity _ 

Total _ 

458, 000 

291, 000 

749, 000 

Del  V alle 
Reservoir 

Coastal  Plain 
improve¬ 
ments 

Annual  beneflts:  Damages  prevented _ 

$240, 000 

$1,680,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Del  Valle  Reservoir  1.4;  coastal  plain  2.2. 

Local  cooperation. —  (a)  Coastal  plain  improvements:  Provide  with¬ 
out  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  relocate  all 
highway  bridges,  and  approaches  thereto,  and  utilities  necessary  for 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  maintain  and  op¬ 
erate  the  completed  works ;  prevent  any  encroachment  on  flood  chan¬ 
nels  and  ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  the  effectiveness  of  the 
project  for  flood  control ;  and  adjust  all  claims  regarding  water  rights 
which  might  be  affected  by  the  project. 

(&)  Del  Valle  Reservoir  (Federal  participation  for  flood  control)  : 
Provided  that  prior  to  making  any  contribution  an  agreement  be 
made  that  operation  of  project  for  flood  control  will  provide  the 
benefits  and  will  be  operated  in  accordance  with  rules  and  regulations 
j^rescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Federal  monetary  contri¬ 
butions  be  administered  where  it  does  not  exceed  30.7  percent  of  con¬ 
struction  cost  and  that  the  total  Federal  contributions  toward  the  cost 
of  the  Del  Valle  project  not  exceed  $4,080,000,  design  and  construct 
project  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  Chief  of  Engineers,  prevent 
encroachment,  adjust  all  claims  regarding  water  rights,  and  hold  and 
save.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  The  State  in  commenting  on  the  report 
stated  that  it  could  not  concur  in  the  concept  of  deducting  from 
the  Federal  share  of  the  project  costs,  the  non-Federal  hypo¬ 
thetical  and  relocation  savings  in  the  coastal  plain.  After  due 
consideration,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  concluded  that  the  bene¬ 
fits  are  widespread  and  should  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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COKTE  JIADERA  CREEK,  AIARIN  COUNTY,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  54o,  87th  Cong.) 

Loeatwn. — Corte  Madera  Creek  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of 
about  29  square  miles  in  Marin  County,  Calif.,  on  the  west  side  of 
San  Francisco  Bay. 

Authority. — 1944  Flood  Control  Act. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existinf>;  Federal  project.  Ijocal 
interests  have  constructed  noncontinuous  bank  protection  works  and 
Phoenix  Lake  Reservoir  on  Ross  Creek  for  water  supply. 

Flood  problems. — Floods  in  the  basin  result  from  winter  rains,  and 
are  of  short  duration.  INIajor  flood  problems  arise  from  inadequate 
channel  capacities  and  unstable  bank  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  improvements  on 
Corte  INIadera,  San  Anselmo,  Sleepy  Hollow,  Tamalpais,  Unnamed, 
and  Fairfax  Creeks.  Improvements  include  channel  enlargement, 
concrete  lining,  levees,  and  debris  removal,,  and  provide  for  interior 
drainage  of  protected  areas  and  for  improved  fish  migration  and 
spawning  conditions. 

Estimated  cost  {1961  price  level) . — 

Federal - »  $.5,  692,  000 

Non-Federal -  1, 180,  000 


Total -  6,  872,  000 

^  Excludes  $78,000  for  preauthorization  studies. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

bfon-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  . 

$216, 200 

$57. 800 
26. 200 
5,800 

.$274, 000 
26, 200 
5,800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity _ _ 

Total _ 

216, 200 

89, 800 

306, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damaees  prevented _ 

310, 000 
60,000 
26,000 
27,000 

Erosion  damages  prevented _ 

Saving  in  cost  of  bank  protection _ 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

423,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
needed,  including  the  modification  of  bridges  and  utilities;  hold  anti 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  due  to  the  works;  maintain 
and  operate  the  project,  including  prevention  of  encroachments;  and 
adjust  all  claims  for  water  rights.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  Agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  would  recommend  that  authorization  of  the  project  be 
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subject  to  a  local  cash  contribution  of  at  least  50  percent  of  that  part 
of  the  project  cost  associated  with  land  enhancement  resulting  from 
creation  of  new  and  usable  land  out  of  tidal  marsh  by  placement  of 
dredged  material. 

Remarhs. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  the  improve¬ 
ment  as  proposed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  subject  to  the  additional 
requirement  that  local  interests  contribute  in  cash  3  percent  of  the 
Federal  construction  cost  of  the  Ross  Valley  unit,  an  amount  presently 
estimated  at  $158,000.  With  this  change,  the  net  Federal  cost  for 
construction  is  estimated  at  $5,534,000,  which  has  been  accepted  by 
the  committee. 


NEW  MELONES  PROJECT, 


STANISLAUS  RIVER,  CALIE. 


(H.  Doc.  453,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Stanislaus  River  rises  on  the  western  slope  of  the 
Sierra  Nevada  Mountains  and  enters  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River 
south  of  Stockton,  Calif. 

Aiothority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
April  12,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  present  Federal  project,  authorized  in  1944 
without  power,  provides  for  storage  of  450,000  acre-feet  initially  and 
1,100,000  acre-feet  ultimately  as  part  of  the  lower  San  J oaquin  River 
and  tributaries  project.  No  construction  work  has  been  done. 

Flood  proMem. — The  area  subject  to  flooding  along  the  Stanislaus 
River  extends  from  the  foothill  line  to  the  San  Joaquin  River  and 
contains  about  35,000  acres,  most  of  which  is  highly  developed  crop¬ 
land.  Railroads,  highways,  and  suburban  areas  of  Ripon,  Oakdale, 
and  Riverbank  lie  in  the  flood  plain.  Stanislaus  River  flows  contrib¬ 
ute  to  flooding  of  50,000  acres  along  the  San  Joaquin  River,  60,000 
acres  in  the  upper  delta  and  125,000  acres  in  the  lower  delta,  which 
contain  highly  developed  fleld  and  truck  croplands,  a  number  of  public 
and  commercial  installations,  several  important  military  facilities, 
suburban  developments,  and  vital  railway,  highway,  and  communi¬ 
cations  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements.- — ^IVIodification  of  the  author¬ 
ized  dam  and  reservoir  project  to  provide  for  storage  of  2,400,000  acre- 
feet  and  a  powerplant  with  an  installed  capacity  in  the  order  of  150,000 
kilowatts. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  1960). — All  Federal, 
$113,717,000. 

Project  economics.— 

Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization - $4,  468,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ —  820,  000 

Taxes  foregone _  935,  (X)0 


Total _  6,  223,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented _  1,  030,  000 

Irrigation _  4,  443,  (XK) 

Power _  3,  993,  000 

Recreation _  350,  000 


Total. 


9,  816,  000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Locafl  cooperation. — Upon  completion  of  construction  the  project 
would  become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  be 
operationally  and  financially  integrated  with  it;  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project  would  be  accomplished  by  the  Seci’etary  of 
the  Interior;  the  flood  control  oj)eration  of  the  project  would  be  in 
accordance  with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army ;  and  provided  that  local  interests  agree  to  maintain  the 
existing  levees  on  the  Stanislaus  Eiver  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San 
Joaquin  River  and  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel  and  flood- 
way  between  the  levees  so  as  to  preserve  a  safe  carrying  capacity 
throughout  that  reach  of  at  least  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  make  such  adjustments  in  the  project  plan  as 
he  may  find  to  be  in  the  public  interest  after  consultation  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  State  of  California  and  to  maintain, 
as  necessary,  suitable  channel  conditions  to  preserve  the  present  non¬ 
damaging  capacity  of  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second  from  Goodwin  Dam 
to  the  San  J oaquin  River.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission  :  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  F avorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarhs. — The  legislation  provides  that  before  initiating  any  di¬ 
versions  of  water  from  the  Stanislaus  River  Basin  in  connection 'with 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  determine  the  quantity  of  water  required  to  satisfy  all 
existing  and  anticipated  future  needs  within  that  basin  and  the  di¬ 
versions  shall  at  all  times  be  subordinate  to  the  quantities  so  deter¬ 
mined.  In  this  connection  it  is  the  committee’s  opinion  that  ultimate 
Stanislaus  River  development  will  necessitate  the  construction  of 
economically  justified  upstream  developments  in  both  Tuolumne  and 
Calaveras  Counties. 

The  Stanislaus  River  should  be  developed  as  an  entire  basin  and 
the  only  economically  feasible  means  of  providing  water  retention 
and  distribution  systems  to  serve  these  mountain  counties  of  origin 
is  to  tie  these  projects  into  the  larger  New  Melones  project.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  the  hope  of  the  committee  that  the  present  upstream  studies 
being  conducted  in  these  counties  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  may 
be  expedited  to  permit  timely  consideration  of  this  development. 

HmOEN  RESERVOIR,  FRESNO  RimR  BASIN,  CALIF. 

(S.  Doc.  37,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Fresno  River  is  the  most  southerly  of  the  major  east- 
bank  tributaries  of  San  Joaquin  River  in  Central  Valley,  Calif.  It 
rises  on  the  western  slope  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  and  flows  westerly 
through  the  mountains  and  foothills  and  thence  across  a  flat  valley. 
The  river  drains  an  area  about  60  miles  long  with  average  width  of 
10  miles. 
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Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  26, 1958. 

Existing  'project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
Fresno  River  Basin.  Projects  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  consist 
of  the  existing  Friant  Dam  and  the  existing  Madera  Canal  which 
deliver  irrigation  water  from  the  reservoir  to  the  local  service  areas. 
The  State  of  California  is  constructing  levees  along  the  San  Joaquin 
River  which  will  extend  up  Fresno  River  to  the  Chowchilla  Canal. 

Flood  prohlems. — The  flood  plain  of  Fresno  River  extends  from  the 
foothill  line  to  San  Joaquin  River,  and  contains  about  145,000  acres, 
including  the  city  of  Madera.  Floods  on  the  stream  result  mainly 
from  rainfall  in  the  season  from  November  through  April,  and  are 
characterized  by  high  peak  flows  and  short  durations.  The  majority  of 
flood  damages  are  crop  losses.  In  addition  there  is  a  need  for  irri¬ 
gation  water  and  development  of  recreation  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  reservoir 
for  flood  control,  irrigation,  recreation  at  the  Hidden  site  on  Fresno 
River,  about  15  miles  northeast  of  the  city  of  Madera;  supplemental 
channel  improvements,  together  with  levees  and  appurtenant  works, 
on  Fresno  River  for  about  7  miles  upstream  from  the  Chowchilla 
Canal. 

Estimated  cost.,  {price  level  of  July  19S9). — 

Federal - ^$14,338,000 

Non-Federal _  220,  000 

Total -  14,  558,  000 

1  The  sum  of  $3,698,000  will  be  reimbursed  to  the  United  States  for  Irrigation. 


Project  economics — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$534,000 

1  80,000 

$11,000 

6,000 

$545, 000 
86,000 

Maintenance  and  operation- 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

614, 000 

17,000 

631,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

615, 000 
246, 000 
70,000 

Irrigation _ _ _ 

Recreation _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

931, 000 

■  Includes  $17,000  apportioned  to  local  Interests  for  Irrigation. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. —  {a)  Hidden  Dam  and  Reservoir:  (1)  Prior  to 
construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  for  irrigation.  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  make  necessary  arrangements  for  repayment  of  that  part  of 
the  construction  cost  and  annual  operation  and  maintenance  cost  al¬ 
located  to  irrigation,  presently  estimated  at  $3,698,000  and  $17,000, 
respectively,  such  repayment  to  be  financially  integrated  into  the 
Central  Valley  project  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  (2)  Insofar 
as  compatible  with  law  and  overall  project  requirements:  a.  After 
authorization,  such  reasonable  modifications  be  made  in  project  facil¬ 
ities  and  operation  as  may  be  found  justified  by  the  Commissioner  of 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  agreed  upon  by  the  Chief 
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of  Engineers;  and  h.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  operate  the  dam  and 
reservoir  for  irrigation  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  (3)  Local  interests  sponsoring  any  per¬ 
manent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife  and/or  recreation  be  required  to 
settle  all  water  rights  pertaining  to  permanent  pool  for  these  pur¬ 
poses.  (&)  Channel  improvements. — (1)  Provide,  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  (2)  make 
necessary  relocations  and  alterations  to  existing  improvements;  (3) 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  (4)  maintain 
and  operate;  and  (5)  preserve,  or  restore  and  thereafter  maintain 
the  Fresno  River  channel  from  the  Hidden  Dam  downstream  to  the 
channel  work  recommended  herein  at  capacities  prevailing  in  1959. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
makes  several  comments  including  its  recognition  of  the  views 
of  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works  Appropriations 
during  the  fiscal  year  1960  hearings,  that  construction  should  not 
be  initiated  on  six  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  including  the  Hidden  Dam  on  Fresno  River,  until  repay¬ 
ment  contracts  have  been  negotiated.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
has  replied  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  consideration 
was  given  to  this  matter  and  that  his  final  report  so  recommends, 
and  further  that  appropriate  consideration  would  be  given  to 
the  other  views  of  the  Department  during  the  planning  stage  of 
the  project,  if  authorized. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

F ederal  Power  Commission  :  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that 
$1,055,000  of  the  investment  in  the  proposed  project  has  been  al¬ 
located  to  recreation  although  the  specific  investment  involved  in 
providing  the  contemplated  recreation  facilities  is  estimated  to  be  only 
$140,000.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  states  that  the  President,  in  his 
natural  resources  message  to  the  Congress,  instructed  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  to  reevaluate  current  standards  for  appraising  the 
feasibility  of  water  resources  projects.  A  review  of  current  standards 
is  now  underway.  If  the  Fresno  River  Basin  project  is  authorized 
by  the  Congress,  the  Budget  would  expect  that,  prior  to  the  negotia¬ 
tion  of  irrigation  repayment  arrangements  with  the  water  users  and 
a  renuest  for  funds  to  initiate  construction,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
would  reallocate  the  costs  of  the  project  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
conform  with  the  evaluation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

BUCHANAN  RESERVOIR,  CHOWCHILLA  RI\^R  BASIN,  CALIF. 

(S.  Doc.  98,  87tli  Cong.) 

Location.  Chowchilla  River  is  a  major  east-bank  tributary  of 
the  Sp  Joaquin  River  in  central  California.  It  enters  the  ‘  San 
Joaquin  River  about  18  miles  west  of  Chowchilla. 

Authority.  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  26, 1958. 
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Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  pi'oject  in  the 
Chowchilla  Kiver  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  on  the  stream  result  chiefly  from  rainfall 
in  the  season  from  November  through  April  and  are  characterized  by 
high  peak  flows  and  short  durations.  Crop  losses  account  for  the 
major  part  of  the  flood  damages.  Floodflows  of  the  Chiwchilla 
River  also  contribute  to  flooding  along  the  San  Joaquin  River. 

RecommeThded  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  reservoir 
at  the  Buchanan  site  on  Chowchilla  River,  about  16  miles  northeast 
of  the  city  of  Chowchilla,  and  supplemental  channel  improvements, 
together  with  levees  and  appurtenant  works,  on  Ash  Slough  for  about 
5  miles  upstream  from  the  Chowchilla  Canal. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  J uly  1960) . — 

Federal _ '  $13,  585,  000 

Non-Federal _  150,  000 

Total _  13,  735,  000 

1  The  sum  of  $6^341,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests  for  Irrigation. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$519, 000 

1  92, 000 

$8,000 
2, 000 

$627. 000 
94,000 

611, 000 

10,000 

621, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

579,000 

388,000 

75,000 

Total  . . . . - _ _ 

1,042,000 

1  Includes  $43,000  apportioned  to  local  interests  for  irrigation. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — a.  Buchanan  Dam  and  Reservoir :  (1)  Prior  to 
construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
make  necessary  arrangements  for  repayment,  under  the  provisions  of 
reclamation  law,  of  that  part  of  the  construction  cost  and  annual  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance  cost  allocated  to  irrigation,  presently  estimated 
at  $6,341,000  and  $43,000,  respectively,  the  final  cost  allocation  to  be 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior;  such  repayment  to  be  financially  integrated  into 
the  Central  Valley  project  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  (2)  insofar 
as  compatible  with  law  and  overall  project  requirements:  {a)  After 
authorization,  such  reasonable  modifications  be  made  in  project  fa¬ 
cilities  and  method  of  operation  as  may  be  found  justified  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  agreed  upon  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  (5)  the  Chief  of  Engineers  operate  the 
dam  and  reservoir  for  irrigation  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  (3)  the  local  interests  spon¬ 
soring  any  permanent  pool  in  the  reservoir  for  fish  and  wildlife  or 
recreation  be  required  to  settle  all  claims  for  water  rights  pertaining 
to  establishment  and  use  of  a  permanent  pool  for  these  purposes; 
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h.  Channel  improvements :  Ijocal  interests,  prior  to  construction,  give 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will : 
(1)  Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  (2)  make 
all  necessary  relocations  and  alterations  to  existing  improvements, 
including  highway  facilities,  which  may  be  required  for  construction 
of  the  project;  (3)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  (4)  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  (5)  preserve,  or  restore  and  thereafter 
maintain,  the  other  channels  of  Chowchilla  River  and  Ash  and  Ber- 
enda  Sloughs  from  Buchanan  Dam  downstream  to  the  Chowchilla 
Canal  at  the  capacities  existing  in  1960.  Local  interests  are  willing 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  no  objection  to  authorization  of  the  project  at  this  time;  but 
believes  that  the  question  of  physical  integration  with  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  project  deserves  further  consideration.  In  reply  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated 
that  the  report  provides  for  financial  and  functional  integration 
with  the  Central  Valley  project,  that  negotiations  concerning  this 
matter  are  in  process,  and  he  concurs  that  authorization  of  the 
Buchanan  project  need  not  be  delayed  pending  these  negotiations. 
Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

RUSSIAN  RIVER,  CALIF.,  DRY  CREEK  BASIN 
(H.  Doc.  547,  87th  Cong.) 

^  Location. — The  Russian  River  Basin  is  located  in  Mendocino  and 
Sonoma  Counties  in  the  central  part  of  California  near  the  Pacific 
coast.  Russian  River  rises  in  the  Coastal  Range  about  130  miles  north 
of  San  Francisco  and  flows  southerly  and  westerly  to  the  Pacific 
ocean. 

Authority. — This  report  is  in  partial  response  to  House  Public 
Works  Committee  resolution  adopted  July  1,  1958.  with  reference  to 
problems  on_  Dry  Creek,  Big  Sulphur  Creek,  Mark  West  Creek  and 
other  creeks  in  Russian  River  reports. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  Coyote 
Valley  Dam  forming  Lake  Mendocino  and  channel  stabilization  works 
alona:  the  Russian  River. 

Flood  problems. winter  storms  in  the  Russian  River  Basin 
cause  frequent  flooding  of  agricultural  and  urban  areas.  In  addition 
to  the  flood  problem,  there  is  an  increasing  need  for  adequate  sup¬ 
plies  of  water  for  agricultural,  municipal,  and  industrial  uses. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  for 
Dry  Creek  provides  for  construction  of  a  dam  at  the  Warm  Springs 
site,  and  channel  improvements  downstream,  for  flood  control,  water 
supply,  and  recreation. 
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Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1960) . — 

Federal - $42,400,000 

Non-Federal _  20,  000 

Total -  42,  420,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$1,169,000 
207, 000 

$591, 000 
62,000 

$1,760,000 

269,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

1, 376, 000 

653, 000 

2, 029,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damage  prevented _ _ 

656,000 

204,000 

850,000 

865,000 

Increased  land  use _ _ _ 

Water  conservation 

Recreation _ _ _ _ _  . 

Total . . . . . . . 

2,664,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  will  be  required  to  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damage;  maintain  and  operate  the  chan¬ 
nel  improvement;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel  improvement; 
adjust  all  claims  for  water  rights;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and 
rights-of-way ;  make  all  utility  ancl  highway  bridge  modifications  for 
the  channel  work  and  reimburse  the  United  States  for  costs  allocated 
to  water  supply,  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958, 
presently  estimated  at  $11,730,000  for  construction  and  $50,000  for 
maintenance.  Sonoma  County  Flood  Control  and  Water  Conserva¬ 
tion  District  would  assume  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  hTo  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initi¬ 
ate  construction  of  the  project,  it  would  be  reevaluated  in  the  light 
of  the  administration’s  standards  and  policies,  pertaining  to  recrea¬ 
tion,  applicable  at  that  time. 

REDWOOD  CREEK,  HUMBOLDT  COUNTT,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  497,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kedwood  Creek  is  on  the  western  slopes  of  the  coast 
range  mountains  in  northwestern  California.  The  stream  drains 
about  283  square  miles  and  enters  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  50  miles 
south  of  the  Oregon  boundary. 

Authority. — 1954  Flood  Control  Act. 

Existing  project. — ^There  are  no  Federal  or  effective  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  projects,  or  related  water  control  projects,  on  Kedwood  Creek. 
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Flood  prohlem. — The  runoff  from  winter  rainstorms  causes  fre¬ 
quent  flooding  along  the  lower  4  miles  of  the  stream,  including  the 
community  of  Orick  which  was  severely  damaged  in  January  1953. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  improvements  consist  of 
an  improved  channel,  levees,  and  revetment  along  the  lower  4  miles 
of  the  stream. 

Estimated  cost  {July  1960 price  level). — 

Federal _  $2,  580,  000 

Non-Federal _  270,  000 


Total _  2,  850,  000 

Project  ecotwmics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

$95,000 

$13,000 

19,500 

1,500 

$108,000 

19,500 

1,500 

95,000 

34,000 

129,000 

Annual  benefits: 

222,000 

6,000 

228,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.9>. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  needed  for  the  project,  including  relocation  and  alteration  of 
utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  works;  maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works;  and  prevent 
encroaclmient  on  the  flood  channels  and  ponding  area,  or  provide  sub¬ 
stitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity.  Local  in- 
terets  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

State  of  California :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

LOS  ANGELES  RIVER  BASIN,  CALIF. 

The  Los  Angeles  and  San  Gabriel  Rivers  and  Ballona  Creek  drain 
an  area  of  1,717  square  miles  in  southwestern  California.  The  Los 
Angeles  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  Calabasas  and  Bell  Creeks 
near  the  Los  Angeles-Ventura  County  line,  flows  southeast  20  miles 
along  the  south  side  of  the  San  Fernando  Calley,  then  turns  and  flows 
south  for  30  miles  and  discharges  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  through  a 
diversion  channel  in  the  city  of  Long  Beach.  It  drains  an  area  of 
890  square  ^miles  including  137  square  miles  directly  tributary  to  the 
Rio  Grande,  a  cross  channel  which  carires  part  of  the  flow  of  the  San 
Gabriel  River  to  the  Los  Angeles  River.  The  river  travei*ses  the 


RIVER  AJSTD  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  221 

agricultural  and  residential  section  of  the  San  Fernando  Valley  and 
the  highly  developed  industrial  section  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles. 
The  San  Gabriel  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of  its  East  and 
West  Forks  in  the  San  Gabriel  Moimtains.  After  leaving  the  moun¬ 
tains  near  the  city  of  Azusa,  the  river  divides  into  two  branches,  the 
branch  to  the  west  known  as  the  Rio  Hondo  flowing  southwest  to  its 
junction  with  the  Los  Angeles  River,  12  miles  from  the  ocean,  and  the 
branch  to  the  east  continuing  south  as  the  San  Gabriel  River  to  dis¬ 
charge  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  6  miles  east  of  Los  Angeles  River.  It 
drains  an  area  of  698  miles,  exclusive  of  the  area  tributary  to  the  Rio 
Hondo.  Below  Azusa  to  Whittier  Narrows  the  river  flows  through 
a  highly  developed  agricultural  community.  Ballona  Creek  drains 
an  area  of  129  square  miles  adjoining  the  Los  Ajigeles  River  Basin  on 
the  west. 

In  order  to  provide  for  the  control  of  floods  and  to  develop  the  water 
resources  of  the  Los  Angels  River  Basin,  Congress  in  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  by  subsequent  acts,  including  the  act  of 
1941,  authorized  a  comprehensive  plan  of  improvement  for  the  basin 
as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Hocument  No. 
838, 76th  Congress.  The  project  provides  flood  control  for  a  large  part 
of  Los  Angeles  County,  including  most  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles 
and  several  adjacent  metropolitan  areas.  The  location  of  the  work 
IS  along  the  Los  Angeles  and  San  Gabriel  Rivers,  Rio  Hondo,  Ballona 
Creeks,  and  their  tributaries.  The  improvements  may  be  divided  into 
four  general  groups  in  accordance  with  their  respective  fimctions :  (1) 
Debris  basins,  (2)  tributary  channels,  (3)  reservoirs,  and  (4)  main 
channels. 

The  Congress,  in  approving  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los 
Angeles  River  Basin,  as  in  the  case  of  many  other  basins  throughout 
the  Nation,  authorized  only  enough  money  to  initiate  the  more  im¬ 
portant  projects.  Subsequent  acts  of  Congress  included  additional 
monetary  authorizations  for  the  continuation  of  the  approved  com¬ 
prehensive  plan.  The  present  total  estimated  cost  of  the  projects 
included  within  the  authorized  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  program 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  subject  to  a  monetary  limitation,  is  $350,- 
265,000.  Monetary  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $286,041,000  has 
teen  made  available  by  the  Congress  to  date.  Funds  totaling  $272,- 
4 1 4,000  have  been  appropriated  through  fiscal  year  1962,  leaving  a 
balance  of  available  authorization  of  $13,567,000.  The  approved 
budget  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1963  is  $15  million,  leaving  a  deficit 
balance  of  monetary  authorization  of  $1,433,000. 

The  committee  has  been  informed  that  if  additional  monetary  au- 
thqrization  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  is  not  made  available  at 
this  time,  it  will  be  necessary  to  curtail  work  on  the  project.  Inas¬ 
much  as  contracts  are  usually  awarded  in  the  spring  of  the  year  for 
accomplishment  during  the  dry  season,  lack  of  monetai'y  authority  to 
permit_  award  of  such  contracts  in  the  spring  of  1963  would  result  in 
delays  in  prosecuting  the  project  of  up  to  1  year  or  longer. 

The  committM  considers  it  desirable  to  authorize  additional  mone- 
taiT  authorizations  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  comprehensive 
plan  at  this  time  in  order  that  work  on  this  major  project,  now  ap¬ 
proximately  80-percent  complete,  need  not  be  curtailed.  In  view  of 
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the  anticipated  deficit  which  will  result  with  the  appropriation  of 
fiscal  year  1963  funds,  and  in  order  to  allow  for  transfers  of  appro¬ 
priated  funds  fi'om  other  projects  within  the  authority  available  to 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  should  such  transfers  be  found  necessary  or 
advantageous  to  the  prosecution  of  the  work  in  fiscal  year  1963,  the 
committee  considers  that  the  monetai-y  authorization  should  be  in¬ 
creased  by  $3,700,000. 

With  respect  to  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  which  are 
contained  in  the  pending  public  works  appropriation  bill,  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  advised  that  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  is  the  only  proj¬ 
ect  in  which  there  is  a  deficit  in  monetary  authorizations  with  respect 
to  the  appropriations  contemplated  in  the  approved  budget  estimate. 

ROGUE  RIMiR  BASIX,  OREG.  AND  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  566,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Rogue  River  Basin  is  located  in  southwestern  Oregon 
and  northern  Califoniia  with  Oregon  containing  about  97  percent  of 
the  basin  area. 

Authority. — Public  Law  183  approved  July  1, 1935,  and  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Acts  of  1936  and  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  Corps  has  provided  seven  minor  local  pro¬ 
tection  works  under  emergency  and  continuing  authorities  at  total  cost 
of  $316,000.  Navigation  project  now  under  construction  at  mouth  of 
river  will  provide  13-foot  project  and  cost  $3.5  million.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  has  constructed  16,000-kilowatt  powerplant  on  tributary. 
Local  interests  have  irrigation  facilities  for  about  72,000  acres.  Of 
nine  organized  districts  seinfing  42,000  acres,  three  have  storage  facili¬ 
ties.  There  is  a  small  reservmir  for  water  supply  and  eight  private 
hydroelectric  plants  with  a  total  capacity  of  about  56,000  kilowatts. 

Flood  problem. — Flood  damages  occur  in  the  Rogue  River  Basin  in 
a  number  of  discontinuous  areas  along  tlie  main  stream  and  its  prin¬ 
cipal  tributaries.  The  most  recent  major  flood  occurred  in  1955  and 
inundated  more  than  13,000  acres  of  land. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Three  multiple-purpose 
reservoirs.  A  rock  and  gravel  embankment  dam  at  Lost  Creek  site, 
360  feet  high  with  usable  storage  capacity  of  315,000  acre-feet.  A 
rock  and  gravel  embankment  dam  at  Elk  Creek  site,  235  feet  high 
with  usable  storage  capacity  of  95,000  acre-feet.  An  earth  and  gravel 
embankment  dam  at  the  Applegate  River  site,  230  feet  high  with 
usable  storage  capacity  of  65,000  acre- feet. 

Estimated  cost  {all  Federal.,  July  1961  price  level). — 

Lost  Creek  Dam _  $74,  500,  000 

Elk  Creek  Dam _  17,  500, 000 

Applegate  Dam _  14,  700,  000 

Total _ '  106,  700,  000 

*  Of  this  amount,  $5,977,000  and  $16,592,000  will  be  repaid  by  1o<m.1  Interests  for  water 
supply  and  Irrigation,  respectively. 
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Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization _  $3, 191,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  802, 400 

Taxes  foregone  and  economic  costs _  78,  800 


Total -  4,  072,  200 

Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  1,  360,  000 

Irrigation -  925,  000 

Water  supply _  322,  700 

Fish  and  wildlife _  1, 130, 200 

Power -  1, 881,  700 

Recreation _  528,  000 


Total _  6, 147,  600 


Bene-fit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  they  will  agree  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  United  States  for  first  costs  and  annual  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  storage,  presently  estimated  at  $5,977,000  and  $24,900,  re¬ 
spectively  ;  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  make  necessary  arrangements 
for  repayment  of  that  part  of  the  construction  cost  and  annual  opera¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  irrigation,  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $13,007,000  and  $66,500,  respectively,  for  the  Lost 
Creek-Elk  Creek  Eeservoirs  and  $3,585,000  and  $9,900,  respectively, 
for  the  Applegate  Keservoir;  and  the  State  of  Oregon  take  necessary 
action  to  insure  maintenance,  in  the  streams,  of  flows  to  be  released 
for  benefit  of  the  fishery.  Local  intei-ests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  cooperate. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  In  cormnenting  on  the  report  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  indicated  that  the  recommendations  and 
authorizing  legislation  should  include  language  indicating  that 
no  construction  be  undertaken  until  the  Department  of  Interior 
has  on  hand  signed  contracts  for  repayment  of  the  cost  of  irriga¬ 
tion.  In  reply,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  that  the  report 
has  been  revised  to  provide  that  prior  to  construction  local  inter¬ 
ests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Aiany 
that  they  will  make  necessary  arrangements  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  for  repayment  of  irrigation  costs  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  reclamation  law.  In  order  that  urgently  needed  flood 
control  and  other  services  may  be  provided  under  this  arrange¬ 
ment  without  either  imdue  delay  should  these  projects  be  author¬ 
ized,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  consult  with  and  obtain  the 
concurrence  of  the  Department  of  Interior  on  a  satisfactory  basis 
for  proceeding  with  project  construction  considering,  among 
other  factors,  the  acceptance  of  assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

Department  of  Commerce :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare :  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon :  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  comments  that  while  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  would  rec¬ 
ommend  that  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  Congress  the  terms  of 
authorization  permit  later  determination  of  the  appropriate  agency  to 
assume  operating  responsibility  for  the  recommencled  projects.  After 
careful  consideration  of  the  matter  of  operational  responsibility,  the 
Secretai-y  of  the  Anny  concurs  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  recommends  authorization  of  the  proposed  reser¬ 
voirs  for  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

BURNS  CREEK  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  SNAKE  RlVTR,  IDAHO 
(S.  Doc.  130,  87th  Cong.) 

_  Locatimi. — The  Snake  Eiver  is  the  largest  tributaiy  of  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River.  The  portion  of  the  Snake  River  of  interest  in  this  report  is 
the  5,750  square-mile  drainage  area  above  Heise,  Idaho,  in  southeast¬ 
ern  Idaho  and  western  Wyoming. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  19,  1954. 

Existing  yroject. — The  principal  water-resource  developments  in 
this  section  of  the  basin  are  Jackson  Lake  in  Wyoming,  with  850,000 
acre-feet  of  storage  for  irrigation,  and  Palisades  Reservoir  in  Idaho, 
with  1,401,600  acre-feet  for  irrigation,  power,  and  recreation.  The 
partial  flood  protection  provided  by  these  storage  reservoirs  is  aug¬ 
mented  in  the  reach  between  Heise  and  Roberts  by  levees  and  channel 
improvements  to  provide  a  safe  channel  carrying  capacity  of  about 
20,000  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Flood  prohlsm. — Floods  frequently  experienced  along  the  Snake 
River  from  Heise  to  American  Falls  affect  about  300  acres  of  resi¬ 
dential  and  commercial  developments  in  Roberts  and  Idaho  Falls  and 
90,000  acres  of  land  devoted  to  irrigated  row  crops  and  hay.  With 
control  from  existing  storage  reservoirs  and  levee  protection,  the  re¬ 
maining  average  annual  damages  under  1962  conditions  are  about 
$300,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Snake  River, 
Idaho,  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  as  part  of  the  Palisades  project 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Federal  reclamation  laws, 
by  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  for  irri¬ 
gation,  power,  flood  control,  recreation,  and  the  preservation  and 
propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  at  the  Burns  Creek  site 
with  a  storage  capacity  of  about  234,000  acre-feet,  and  a  powerplant 
of  about  90,000  kilowatts. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). — All  Federal,  $52 
million. 
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Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (Federal)  ; 

Interest  and  amortization _ $1,  553,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  233,  000 


Total _  1,  786,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Damages  prevented _  120,  000 

Irrigation _  43,  0(X) 

Power _  2,  556,  000 

Recreation _  231,  000 


Total -  2,  950,  000 


Benef  t-eost  mtio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation,. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho:  Favorable. 

State  of  Wyoming:  Opposes  the  project. 

State  of  Utah :  Opposes  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  the  adverse  comments  of  the  Governors  of  Utah  and  Wyoming 
and  suggests  that  they  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  Congress  and 
that  the  Congress  be  reminded  that  the  President  recommended  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  project  in  his  conservation  message,  February  1962. 
The  Bureau  also  advises  there  would  be  no  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress  and  recommends  authorization  of  the  project. 

RIRIE  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  WILLOW  CREEK,  IDAHO 
(H.  Doc.  562,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Willow  Creek  drains  a  700-square-mile  area  tributary 
to  Snake  River  in  southeastern  Idaho.  Willow  Creek  enters  Snake 
River  at  Idaho  Falls.  Snake  River  is  the  largest  tributaiy  of  the 
Columbia  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
March  4, 1952,  and  March  19, 1954,  and  House  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  resolution  adopted  June  2,  1953. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  flood  control  projects  in  the 
IVillow  Creek  Basin.  Local  people  have  constructed  various  irriga¬ 
tion  canals  and  diversions. 

Flood  problem. — As  the  stream  enters  the  relatively  flat  Snake  River 
plain,  about  10  miles  above  Idaho  Falls,  the  stream  divides  into 
numerous  channels  which  have  capacity  to  carry  only  minor  flows. 
Flooding  occurs  principally  from  melting  of  the  winter  snowpack, 
however,  rain  floods  can  occur  as  evidenced  by  the  February  1962 
flood. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  a  dam  and  reservoir,  with  a  storage  capacity  of  about 
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135,000  iicre-feet,  on  Willow  Creek  about  15  miles  east  of  Idaho  Falls, 
for  flood  control,  irrigation,  municipal  water  supply  and  recreation, 
and  channel  improvements  along  lower  Willow  Creek.  Operation 
and  maintenance  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  March  1962). — All  Federal, 
$7,027,000.1 
Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $200,  (X)0 

Maintenance  and  operation -  41,  000 


Total _  247,  000 


Annual  benefits : 

Flood  control _  200,  (X)0 

Irrigation _  125,  000 

Water  supply _  90,  000 

Recreation _  80,  000 


Total _  495,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — ^2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  agree  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  in  accordance  with 
the  Water  Suppy  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  such  costs  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $700,000  for  construction  and  $4,000  annually  for  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacements;  obtain  the  water  rights  needed  for 
storage  and  use  of  the  water  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  for  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and 
operation  of  the  project;  and  make  necessary  arrangements  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  repayment,  under  the  provisions  of 
reclamation  law,  of  the  construction  cost  and  annual  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  irrigation,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $960,000  and  $5,000,  respectively. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior :  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

BLACKFOOT  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  BLACKFOOT  RIVER,  IDAHO 
(H.  Doc.  568,  87th  Ck>ng.) 

Location. — Blackfoot  River  drains  a  1,300-square-mile  area  tribu¬ 
tary  to  Snake  River  in  southeastern  Idaho  near  Idaho  Falls.  Black¬ 
foot  River  enters  the  Snake  River  just  above  American  F alls  Reservoir. 
Snake  River  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Columbia  River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
March  4,  1952,  and  March  19,  1954,  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  resolution  adopted  June  2,  1953. 

1  Includes  $960,000  allocated  to  irrigation,  and  $700,000  allocated  to  water  supply  to  be 
repaid  by  local  water  usiers. 
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Existing  'project. — Improvement  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
lower  18  miles  of  Blackfoot  River  for  flood  control  is  scheduled  dur¬ 
ing  1962.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  constructed  Blackfoot 
Dam  and  Reservoir  (413,000  acre-feet  usable  capacity)  on  Blackfoot 
River  and  the  Grays  Lake  Reservoir  on  Willow  Creek  which  diverts 
water  into  the  Blackfoot  River  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  result  primarily  from  snowmelt,  but  some¬ 
times  are  augmented  by  storm  runoff.  Channel  capacities  are  inade¬ 
quate  to  contain  the  flood  flows. 

Recommended  'plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
Blackfoot  Dam  and  Reservoir  to  provide  for  flood  control  by  raising 
the  maximum  pool  2  feet,  increases  the  spillway  capacity,  improving 
the  outlook  works,  and  appurtenant  work.  Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Estimated'  cost  {price  level  of  January  1962). — All  Federal,  $829,- 

000. 

Project  economics.— 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $31,  (XK) 

Maintenance  and  operation _  5,  000 


Total _  36,  000 

Annual  benefits  :  Damages  prevented _  41,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Com'ments  of  the  State  avd  Federal  age'ncies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

ASOTIN  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  SNAKE  RIt'ER,  IDAHO  AND  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  403,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Snake  River  is  a  principal  tributary  of  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  and  drains  109,000  square  miles  in  Idaho,  Washington, 
and  Oregon.  The  Asotin  project  site  is  located  at  mile  146.8  on  Snake 
River  at  the  upstream  limits  of  the  town  of  Asotin,  Wash.  The 
drainage  area  alxive  the  site  is  93,100  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  July  28, 1955,  and  other  resolutions. 

Existing  project.- — A  total  of  10%  million  acre-feet  of  storage, 
sufficient  to  control  major  Columbia  River  floods  to  1,030,000  cubic 
feet  per  second  at  The  Dalles  is  presently  available  at  Federal  and 
non-Federal  projects  existing  or  under  construction  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin.  Existing,  under  construction  and  authorized  Federal 
projects  have  an  aggregate  installed  hydroelectric  capacity  of  400,000 
kilowatts. 

Flood  problem. — The  area  of  major  flood  damage  in  the  Columbia 
Basin  lies  along  the  140-mile  reach  of  the  Columbia  River  below 
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Bonneville  Dam.  Flood  damages  as  modified  by  existing  projects  is 
abont  $24  million  annually. 

Recommended  'plam  of  imfrovement.- — Construction  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  of  a  relatively  low-head  dam  and  reservoir,  Avith  an 
initial  installed  capacity  of  288,000  kilowatts,  with  provisions  for 
adding  a  navigation  lock  in  the  future  when  economically  justified, 
for  the  production  of  hydroelectric  power  and  for  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  {frice  level  of  Jxdy  1961). — All  Federal, 
$99,818,000.1 

Project  economics  (based  on  100-year  life  and  percent  in¬ 
terest)  . — 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  ; 

Interest  and  amortization _  $2,  &78,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  948,  000 


Subtotal _  3,  920,  000 

Taxes  foregone -  876,  000 


Total -  4,  802,  000 


Annual  benefits  (with  Canadian  storage)  : 

Power -  10,  017,  000 

Recreation -  32,  000 


Total -  10,  049,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  Generally  f  atmrable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Generally  favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho:  Generally  favorable.  Expressed  disappoint¬ 
ment  that  full  navigation  facilities  in  the  dam  were  not  found 
justified. 

State  of  Washington :  Faimrable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

CHINA  GARDENS  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR,  SNAKE  RIVER,  IDAHO,  WASH., 

AND  OREG. 

(H.  Doc.  403,  87th  Cong.) 

T.ocation. — The  Snake  Eiver  is  a  principal  tributaiy  of  the  Colum- 
liia  River  and  drains  109,000  square  miles  in  Idaho,  Washington,  and 
Oregon.  The  China  Gardens  project  site  is  located  on  Snake  River, 
mile  172.5,  about  3.5  miles  above  the  mouth  of  Grande  Ronde  River 
and  about  the  same  distance  below  the  Oregon -Washington  State  line. 
Tlie  drainage  area  above  the  site  is  88,000  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  adopt¬ 
ed  July  28, 1955,  and  other  resolutions. 

Existing  project. — A  total  of  lOi^  million  acre-feet  of  storage  suf¬ 
ficient  to  control  major  Columbia  River  floods,  to  1,030,000  cubic  feet 


1  Initial  construction  cost.  Project  economics  based  on  Initial  construction  cost  of 
.?99,818,000  plus  present  worth  of  additional  installation  cost  of  $7,738,000  at  50th  year. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  229 

per  second  at  The  Dalles  is  presently  available  at  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  projects  existing  or  under  construction  in  the  Columbia  River 
Basin.  Existing,  under  construction  and  authorized  Federal  projects 
have  an  aggregate  installed  hydroelectric  capacity  of  9,400,000  kilo¬ 
watts. 

Flood  'problem. — The  area  of  major  flood  damages  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  lies  along  the  140-mile  reach  of  the  Columbia  River  below 
Bonneville  Dam.  Flood  damages  as  modified  by  existing  projects  is 
about  $24  million  annually. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  of  a  relatively  low-head  dam  and  reservoir  with  an 
initial  installed  capacity  of  180,000  kilowatts  for  the  production  of 
hydroelectric  power  and  for  recreation. 

Estimaded  cost  {price  level  of  July  1961). — All  Federal, 
$74,777,000.^ 

Project  economics  (based  on  100-year  life  and  percent 

interest)  . — 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $2,  244,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement -  800,  000 


Subtotal _  3,  044, 000 

Taxes  foregone _  529,  000 


Total _  3,573.000 


Annual  benefits  (with  Canadian  storage)  : 

Power _  0,  055,  000 

Recreation _  13, 000 


Total _ 6,  068,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Idaho:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington :  No  objection. 

State  of  Oregon :  No  objection. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

BRADLEY  LAKE,  COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 
(H.  Doc.  455,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.— Bcdidlog  Lake  is  located  on  Kenai  Peninsula  about  100 
miles  south  of  Anchorage. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1948  and  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Bradley 
Lake;  however,  the  existing  power  generating  capacity  in  the  Cook 
Inlet  area,  excluding  military  plant,  totals  about  57,000  kilowatts  of 
which  30,000  kilowatts  are  provided  by  the  Eklutna  hydroelectric 

1  Initial  construction  cost.  Project  economics  based  on  Initial  construction  cost  of 
§74,777,000  pins  present  worth  of  additional  installation  cost  of  $6,858,000  at  50th  year. 
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development  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  about  14,500  kilo¬ 
watts  by  the  Anchorage  thermal-electric  plant  of  the  Chugach  Elec¬ 
tric  Association,  Inc.,  a  Rural  Electrification  Administration  cooper¬ 
ative.  Small  load  centers  on  the  Kenai  i)eninsula  are  supplied  by  in¬ 
ternal  combustion  generation. 

Power  problem. — Based  upon  a  Federal  Power  Commission  esti¬ 
mate,  a  shortage  of  about  20,000  kilowatts  of  power  will  exist  in  the 
area  by  1965,  and  50,000  by  1970.  The  cost  of  alternative  thermal- 
electric  power  is  high. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  at  the  outlet  of  Brad¬ 
ley  Lake,  to  raise  its  elevation  about  100  feet,  and  a  powerplant,  with 
64,000  kilowatts  of  installed  capacity,  on  Kachemak  Bay.  Construc¬ 
tion  by  the  Department  of  the  Army.  Operation  and  maintenance  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Estimated  cost  {June  1960  price  level) . — 


Federal _ $45,750,000 

Non-Federal _  None 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges  (all  Federal)  : 

Interest  and  amortization _  $1,  699,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  258,  000 


Total -  1,  957,  000 

Annual  benefits :  Power _  3,  232,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  F avorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alaska :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.—Sio  objection. 

SECTION  204 

This  section  amends  the  existing  authority  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  construct  small  flood  control  projects  without  specific  congressional 
authorization  by  increasing  the  current  Federal  cost  limitation  from 
$400,000  per  project  to  $2  million  per  project.  Projects  under  this 
authority  must  be  economically  justified  and  complete  within  them¬ 
selves,  and  are  planned  to  provide  the  same  scale,  scope,  and  type  of 
developments  that  Avould  have  been  recommended  for  the  localities 
concerned  under  normal  project  authorization  procedures.  Federal 
funds  allotted  under  this  legislation  must  be  sufficient  to  complete 
Federal  participation.  Local  cooperation  is  similar  to  that  required 
for  projects  authorized  under  normal  procedures.  Control  would  be 
exercised  by  the  requirement  that  construction  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  on  any  project  covered  by  this  section  with  a  Federal  cost  in 
excess  of  $1  million  unless  such  project  has  been  approved  by  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  committee  was  advised  that  the  existing  small  flood  control 
project  program  has  become  an  increasingly  valuable  vehicle  for  pro- 
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viding  flood  damage  relief  for  localized  damage  areas — both  urban 
and  agricultural.  Protection  can  be  provided  under  this  small  proj¬ 
ect  program  in  a  significantly  shorter  time  period  than  possible  undei- 
regular  authorization  procedures.  It  is  considered  that  the  increase 
in  individual  project  cost  limitation  will  provide  a  desirable  and 
reasonable  extension  of  this  useful  program. 

SECTION  205 

This  section  would  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  dam  across  Savannali  Eiver  between  South  Carolina  and 
Georgia. 

The  Duke  Power  Co.  plans  a  2-million-kilowatt  steam  plant  on  the 
Savannah  River  about  8  miles  below  Hartwell  Dam  and  immediately 
upstream  of  Sanders  Ferry  Bridge.  A  diversion  dam  across  the 
Savannah  River  is  needed  and  proposed  to  provide  cooling  water  for 
the  plant.  This  dam  would  provide  intake  water  storage  and/or  act 
as  a  thermal  barrier  for  the  coolant  if  another  dam  is  constimcted 
downstream. 

The  Savannah  River  in  this  reach  is  a  navigable  water  of  the  Ibiited 
States.  Beoause  of  this,  authorization  by  the  Congress  is  necessary 
to  build  the  dam.  Section  205  would  provide  the  consent  of  Congress. 
The  section  includes  a  provision  for  appiwal  of  plans  of  Duke  Power 
Co.  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  before 
commencement  of  work.  The  section  further  provides  that  the  grantee 
or  its  successors  shall  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all 
claims  by  reason  of  the  future  construction  and  operation  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  Hartwell  Reservoir  or  any  other  Federal  project  upstream 
or  downstream  from  the  dam  herein  authorized. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  consent  of  Congress  is  warranted 
to  provide  this  dam. 

SECTION  206 

This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  previous  flood  control  acts  providing 
for  authorization  of  needed  surveys  at  specifically  named  localities. 

SECTION  20  7 

This  section  identifies  title  II  of  the  bill  as  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962. 

Explanation  of  Committee  Amendments 

An  explanation  of  the  committee  amendments  follows.  Where  new 
sections  have  been  added  the  succeeding  sections  in  the  bill  have  been 
renumbered  accordingly. 

Page  7,  following  line  11. 

Big  Sandy  River,  lock  and  dam  No.  3,  Kentucky :  In  1952,  by  act 
of  Congress,  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  lock  and  dam  No.  3 
on  the  Big  Sandy  River  was  turned  over  to  local  interests.  Early  in 
July,  an  unusual  flash  flood  washed  around  the  old  lock  abutments 
causing  extensive  washing  away  of  adjoining  land  supporting  private 
homes  and  U.S.  Highway  No.  23,  Lawrence  County,  Ky.  Seventy 
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thousand  square  feet  of  park  area  and  one  building  was  washed  into 
the  Big  Sandy  Kiver  as  a  result  of  the  faulty  operation  of  the  dam 
wickets.  The  amendment  contains  a  limitation  of  $200,000,  which 
amount  the  Corps  of  Engineers  indicates  will  be  sufficient  to  repair 
1  lie  damage.  The  committee  urges  approval  of  the  amendment. 

Page  12,  following  line  15,  new  section  102,  each  erosion. 

This  section  would  amend  existing  laws  to  permit  increased  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  shore  protection  projects  and  investigations,  and 
provide  for  changes  in  procedures  to  expedite  Federal  action  in  plan¬ 
ning  and  undertaking  protection  for  the  most  endangered  coastal 
areas,  beyond  the  legislative  authorities  now  available.  It  would 
provide  for  increased  Federal  participation  in  four  important  aspects 
of  project  development: 

(1)  Studies  would  be  made  entirely  at  Federal  cost  rather  than  on 
a  50-50  Federal-non-Federal  cooperative  basis  as  at  present.  This  is 
desirable  because  it  would  enable  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  study 
entire  physiographic  reaches  of  shores  where  the  problems  and  their 
solution  can  be  treated  as  an  entity,  rather  than  on  the  fragmented 
basis  required  by  adoption  to  local  governmental  boundaries. 

(2)  The  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  protection  of  publicly  owned 
or  used  non-Federal  shore  frontage  would  be  increased  from  one-third 
of  the  costs  to  one-half. 

(3)  The  Federal  Government  could  assume  up  to  100  percent  of  the 
total  costs  of  protecting  the  frontage  of  certain  State,  county,  or 
municipal  parks  and  conservation  areas  which  meet  defined  criteria 
of  public  interest. 

(4)  Authority  to  undertake  meritorious  small  shore  protection  and 
beach  erosion  control  projects  without  specific  authorization  by  Con¬ 
gress,  and  with  appropriate  limitations,  would  be  granted  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  similar  to  that  already 
provided  for  small  flood  control  and  navigation  projects. 

These  changes  in  the  Federal  interest  would  place  shore  protection 
studies  on  a  comparable  basis  for  planning  with  other  water  resource 
investigations ;  encourage  and  assist  local  interests  to  cooperate  more 
fully  in  projects  by  reducing  the  present  financial  burden  of  coopera¬ 
tion  ;  and,  perhaps  most  important  of  all,  designate  shoreline  protec¬ 
tion,  conservation,  and  development  as  a  recognized  field  for  Federal 
participation. 

In  addition,  this  section  would  authorize  reimbursement  of  local 
interests  for  work  done  by  them  on  authorized  projects  which  indi¬ 
vidually  do  not  exceed  $1  million  in  total  cost  after  initiation  of  the 
survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  project. 

The  storms  and  high  tides  of  March  6-8, 1962,  caused  unprecedented 
damage  to  the  shores  and  to  developments  thereon  from  Florida  to 
Long  Island.  Much  of  it  occurred  in  the  States  of  New  York,  New 
Jersey,  Delaware,  and  Maryland.  Available  estimates  indicates  that 
total  losses  to  public  and  private  property  approximated  $200  million. 
Human  suffering  was  extensive,  and  many  persons  lost  their  homes 
and  investments  on  the  shores.  The  prolonged  duration  of  high  water 
levels  also  eroded  beaches  and  protective  dunes  extensively  and  barrier 
islands  were  overflowed  so  that  many  areas  and  properties  were  ex- 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECTS  233 

loosed  to  ^va^"e  and  water  damages  not  previously  experienced  even  in 
hurricanes. 

Most  individuals  and  local  communities  have  insufficient  resources 
to  meet  such  catastrophes.  The  Federal  Office  of  Emergency  Plan¬ 
ning,  assisted  by  other  Federal  agencies,  with  funds  granted  by  the 
President  under  Public  Law  875,  81st  Congress,  undertook  emergency 
cleanup  and  repairs  but  work  under  this  law  cannot  extend  to  the 
permanent  works  needed  for  protection  against  major  storms. 

In  some  areas,  existing  requirements  for  local  cooperation  have  re¬ 
tarded  full  accomplishment  of  authorized  work  where  local  interests 
would  be  required  to  bear  a  large  part  of  the  total  costs.  This  section 
would  increase  the  Federal  share  of  costs  up  to  50  percent  of  the  total 
costs  of  protecting  non-Federal  publicly  owned  or  used  property, 
other  than  conservation  areas,  and  would  make  the  new  provisions 
applicable  to  authorized  projects  which  have  not  been  completed  prior 
to  the  date  of  ai>proval  of  this  act.  IVlxere  conservation  areas  are 
involved  the  Federal  share  could  be  up  to  100  percent.  The  increase 
would  not  be  unduly  burdensome  to  the  Federal  Government  in  view 
of  the  benefits  all  the  public  receives  from  the  shores  and  beaches  of 
our  coasts. 

The  extension  of  the  Federal  interest  in  shore  protection,  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  development,  provided  by  this  section  is  considered  fully  in 
the  national  interest  and  an  important  step  forward  in  Federal-State 
cooperation  in  the  national  resources  field.  The  committee  would 
expect  that  the  provisions  of  this  section  pertaining  to  new  work  costs 
would  be  appli^  to  the  beach  erosion  control  projects  and  measures 
authorized  by  the  bill. 

Page  13,  following  line  11,  new  section  105,  Redondo  Beach  King 
Harbor,  Calif. 

The  committee  added  a  new  section  195,  which  chamges  the  name  of 
the  Redondo  Beach  Harbor,  Calif.,  to  the  Redondo  Beach  King  Har¬ 
bor,  Calif.  This  change  has  already  been  made  by  the  local  authorities 
to  honor  Congressman  Cecil  R.  King,  who  represents  this  area,  which 
is  a  part  of  the  l7th  Congressional  District  of  California.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  change  is  to  allow  this  designation  to  be  made  on  the 
A^arious  Federal  maps  and  other  F ederal  designations  that  will  be  used 
to  locate  this  harbor.  The  harbor  is  not  a  Federal  project.  It  is 
purely  a  municipally  operated  project.  The  committee  recommends 
approval  of  this  change  to  honor  a  distinguished  colleague  for  his  out¬ 
standing  service  in  the  Congress  and  to  facilitate  proper  marking  of 
any  Federal  map  or  designation  in  the  future. 

Page  35,  line  4. 

The  figure  “five”  is  changed  to  “eight.”  This  was  a  typographical 
error  in  the  bill  as  introduced.  The  capacity  of  the  chaimel  to  be 
maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  should  be  8,000  cubic  feet 
per  second. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  MadJ;  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
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enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 

Act  of  August  13,  1946,  as  Amended 

AN  ACT  Authorizing  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores 

of  publicly  owned  property 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  (a)  with  the 
purpose  of  preventing  damage  to  the  shores  of  the  United  States,  its 
Territories  and  possessions  and  promoting  and  encouraging  the  health¬ 
ful  recreation  of  the  people,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States,  subject  to  the  following  provisions  of  this  Act  to  assist 
in  the  construction,  but  not  the  maintenance,  of  works  for  the  restora¬ 
tion  and  protection  against  erosion,  by  waves  and  currents,  of  the 
shores  of  the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  possessions. 

(b)  The  Federal  contribution  in  the  case  of  any  project  referred 
to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  exceed  [one-third]  one-half  of  the  cost 
of  the  project,  and  the  remainder  shall  be  paid  by  the  State,  munici¬ 
pality,  or  other  political  subdivision  in  which  the  project  is  located, 
except  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the  restoration  and  protection  of 
Federal  property  shall  be  borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government^  and 
further^  that  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  a  project  for  restora¬ 
tion  and  protection  of  State^  county^  and  other  pvJblicly  owned  shore 
parhs  and  conservation  areas  may  be  the  total  cost  exclusive  of  land 
costSy  when  such  areas ;  Include  a  zone  which  excludes  penna'nent  hu¬ 
man  habitation;  include  but  are  not  limited  to  recreatio^ial  beaches; 
satisfy  adequate  criteria  for  conservation  and  development  of  the 
natural  resources  of  the  environment ;  extend  la'ndward  a  sufficient 
distance  to  includcy  where  appropriatey  protective  duneSy  bluffsy  or 
other  natural  features  which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands  from  dam¬ 
age;  and  provide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate  public 
usCy  all  of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers. 

(c)  When  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  the  most  suitable 
and  economical  remedial  measures  would  be  provided  by  periodic 
beach  nourishment,  the  term  “construction”  may  be  construed  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  to  include  the  deposit  of  sand  fill  at  suitable  in¬ 
tervals  of  time  to  furnish  sand  supply  to  project  shores  for  a  length 
of  time  specified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

(d)  Shores  other  than  public  will  be  eligible  for  Federal  assistance 
if  there  is  benefit  such  as  that  arising  from  public  use  or  from  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  nearby  public  property  or  if  the  benefits  to  those  shores  are 
incidental  to  the  project,  and  the  Federal  contribution  to  the  project 
shall  be  adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  degree  of  such  benefits. 

(e)  No  Federal  contribution  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  a  project 
under  this  Act  unless  the  plan  therefor  shall  have  been  specifically 
adopted  and  authorized  by  Congress  after  investigation  and  study 
by  the  Beach  Erosion  Board  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the 
Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 1930,  as  amended  and  supple- 
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mented,  cr,  in  the  case  of  a  small  'project  under  section  3  of  this  Act, 
unless  the  plan  therefor  has  heen  approved  hy  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

[Sec.  2.  '\Vlien  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  find  that  any  such 
project  has  been  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  authorized  plans 
and  specifications  he  shall  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  State,  municipality, 
or  other  political  subdivision  involved  the  amount  authorized  by  Con¬ 


gress. 

[Seo.  3.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may,  in  his  discretion,  from  time 
to  time,  make  payments  on  such  construction  as  the  work  progresses, 
but  these  payments,  including  previous  payments,  if  any,  shall  not  be 
more  than  the  United  States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  labor 
and  materials  which  have  been  actually  put  into  such  construction 
in  conformity  to  said  plans  and  specifications:  Provided,  That  the 
construction  of  restoration  and  protective  works  under  this  Act  may 
be  undertaken  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  upon  the  request  of,  and 
contribution  of  required  funds  by,  the  interested  State,  municipality, 
or  other  political  subdivision.] 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  reimburse 
local  interests  for  xooi'k  done  by  them  on  authorized  projects  which  in¬ 
dividually  do  not  exceed  $1,000,000  in  total  cost  after  initiation  of  the 
swroey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  project:  Provided,  That 
the  work  which  may  have  been  done  on  the  projects  is  approved  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  authorized 
projects:  Provided  further.  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be  subject 
to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or  funds  available  and  shall  not 
take  precedence  over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for 


improvements. 

Sec.  3.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  hereby  authorized  to  undertake 
constrUfCtion  of  small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and  protection  proj¬ 
ects  not  specifically  authorized  by  Congress,  which  otherwise  comply 
with  section  1  of  this  Act,  when  he  finds  that  such  xoork  is  advisable, 
and  he  is  further  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereinafter  made  for  civil  works,  'not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  for 
any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  construction 
of  such  projects:  Provided,  That  'not  more  than  $J{,0()f)00  shall  be 
allotted  for  this  purpose  for  any  single  project  and  the  total  amount 
allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  Federal  participation  in  the 
project  'imder  this  section  including  periodic  nourishment  as  provided 
for  under  section  1(d)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further.  That  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  1  of  this  Act  shall 
apply:  Ard  provided  f'wrther,  Thai  the  woi'k  shall  be  complete  initself 
and  shall  not  commit  the  United  States  to  any  additional  improvement 
to  insure  its  successful  operation,  except  for  participation  in  periodic 
beach  nourishment  im  accordance  'with  section  1(d)  of  this  Act,  and 
as  may  result  from  the  normal  procedure  applying  to  projects  author¬ 
ized  after  submission  of  survey  reports. 

Sec.  4.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  word  “shores”  includes  all  the 
shorelines  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  the 
Great  Lakes,  and  lakes,  estuaries,  and  bays  directly  connected  there¬ 


with. 
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Section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948 

Sec.  205.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to 
allot  from  any  api^roj^riations  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood 
control,  not  to  exceed  [$10,000,0003  $625p00p00  for  any  one  fiscal 
year,  for  the  construction  of  small  [flood-con trol3  projects  for  flood 
control  and  related  purposes  not  specificiilly  authorized  by  Congress, 
which  come  within  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  Jmie  22,  193(5,  when  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  such 
work  is  advisable :  JfProvided,  That  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be 
allotted  for  this  purpose  at  any  single  locality  from  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  any  one  fiscal  year  :3  Provided^  That  not  more  than  $2f)00^- 
000  shall  he  allotted  wnder  this  section  for  a  project  at  any  single 
locality  and  the  amowxt  allotted  shall  he  sufficient  to  complete  Federal 
participation  in  the  project:  And  provided  further^  That  no  construc¬ 
tion  shall  he  undertahen  on  any  project  u/ader  the  provisions  of  this 
section  with  a  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $lf)00fi00  urdess  such  project 
has  heen  approved  hy  resolutions  adopted  hy  the  Committee  on  Pilihlic 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Repi'esentatives^  respectively:  Provided  further^  That  the 
provisions  of  local  coojieration  specified  in  section  3  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  as  amended,  shall  apply:  And  provided 
further^  That  the  work  shall  be  complete  in  itself  and  not  commit  the 
United  States  to  any  additional  improvements  to  insure  its  successful 
operation,  except  as  may  result  from  the  normal  procedure  applying 
to  projects  authorized  after  submission  of  preliminary  examination 
and  survey  reports. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS 

We  are  not  opposed  to  the  enactment  of  H.R.  13273,  for  we  believe 
that  the  periodic  enactment  of  river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  legis¬ 
lation  is  an  essential  part  of  a  sound  Federal  program  for  the  wise 
development  of  the  Nation’s  water  resources.  We  do,  however, 
strongly  oppose  the  inclusion  in  this  bill  of  (1)  projects  on  which  final 
i-eports,  complete  with  the  comments  of  affected  States  and  interested 
Federal  agencies,  have  not  been  submitted  to  the  Congress  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  governing  law,  and  (2)  controversial 
projects  which  are  opposed  by  responsible  individuals  and  groups  who 
have  requested  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  by  the  House  Committee 
on  Public  Works  but  have  not  been  afforded  such  an  opportunity. 

PROJECTS  03sr  WHICH  FINAL  REPORTS  HAVE  NOT  BEEN  SHBUIITTED  TO  THE 

CONGRESS 

Title  I  includes  two  projects  on  which  final  reports  have  not  been 
submitted  to  the  Congress.  They  are  identified  as  Newark  Bay,  Hack¬ 
ensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.  (channels  to  Port  Elizabeth) ,  and  Fire 
Island  Inlet  and  Shore  Westerly  to  Jones  Inlet,  N.Y. 

Requirements  of  governing  Jaio  and  administrative  procedures 

Existing  law  requires  that,  before  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  shall  submit  a  plan,  proposal,  or  report  for  any 
navigation  or  flood  control  project  to  the  Congress,  ini'estigations 
which  form  its  basis  shall  be  conducted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give 
to  the  affected  States,  during  the  course  of  the  investigation,  informa¬ 
tion  developed  by  the  investigation  and  an  opportunity  for  consulta¬ 
tion,  and  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  his  pro¬ 
posed  report  to  each  affected  State  for  comment,  and  that  the  report 
together  with  the  submitted  views  and  recommendations  of  affected 
States  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress.  This  is  a  wise  require¬ 
ment,  for  our  vital  water  resources  can  best  be  conserved  and  utilized 
in  the  public  interest  if  the  Federal  Government  cooperates  with  State 
and  local  governments  in  the  development  of  those  resources  by  giving 
adequate  consideration  to  the  views  of  affected  States  in  formulating 
proposals  for  projects.  This  has  not  been  done  with  respect  to  these 
two  projects. 

In  addition,  procedures  for  review  consistent  with  other  statutory 
requirements  have  been  established  under  Executive  Order  9384,  whicli 
provides  for  review  of  project  reports  within  the  executive  branch  be¬ 
fore  they  are  submitted  to  the  Congress. 

To  carry  out  the  requirements  of  existing  law  and  Executive  Order 
8384,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  established  a  procedure  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  authorization,  and  ultimate  construction  of  river  and  harbor 
and  flood  control  projects.  This  established  procedure,  which  is  well 
known,  has  been  published  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  parts 
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thereof  pertinent  to  the  preparation  and  submission  of  reports  to  the 
Congress  are  as  follows : 

Step  No.  1.  Assignment  of  investigation  hy  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers. — Wliether  an  investigation  is  requested  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  by  committee  resolution  or  by  authority  of  an 
act  of  Congress,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  assign  the  in¬ 
vestigation  to  an  appropriate  reix)rting  officer,  usually  the 
division  engineer  in  whose  territory  the  area  is  located.  Di¬ 
vision  engineers  further  assign  the  investigation  to  the  proper 
district  engineer.  Committee  resolutions  requesting  reviews 
by  the  Boaixl  of  Engineers  for  Eivere  and  Harboi-s  are  first 
referred  to  the  Board  before  the  investigation  is  assigned. 
However,  before  work  can  be  undertaken  on  an  investigation, 
funds  for  that  purpose  must  be  appropriated  by  the  Congress. 

Step  No.  2.  Public  hearings  by  district  engineer. — The 
district  engineer,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  views  and  desires  of 
local  people,  will  hold  public  hearings  as  appropriate  at  local¬ 
ities  accessible  to  all  concerned.  Tx)cal  interests  wdll  be 
afforded  full  opportunity  to  express  their  views  on  the  char¬ 
acter  and  extent  of  the  improvement  desired  and  on  the  need 
and  advisability  of  its  execution.  A  hearing  in  connection 
with  cooperative  beach  erosion  studies  will  be  optional  with 
the  reporting  offices  and  the  cooperating  agency. 

Step  No.  3.  Investigation  by  district  engineer. — The  dis¬ 
trict  engineer  after  carefully  analyzing  the  data  obtained 
from  local  interests  and  developed'  through  field  and  office 
studies,  will  devise  a  plan  of  improvement  best  suited  for 
problems  under  consideration  and  the  area  in  question.  Dur¬ 
ing  development  of  the  plan  of  improvement,  consideration 
will  be  given  to  optimum  use  of  all  water  resources  of  the  area 
by  providing  allied  improvements.  A  favorable  recommenda¬ 
tion  by  the  district  engineer  will  depend  on  whether  the  bene¬ 
fits  to  be  derived  through  the  plan  of  improvement  exceed 
the  costs  to  be  incurred. 

Stej:)  No.  4.  Revieio  of  divisimi  engineer  and  issuance  of 
public  notice. — Upon  completion  of  the  report  by  the  district 
engineer,  the  division  engineer  having  jurisdiction  will  re¬ 
view  the  report  and  transmit  it  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
with  a  draft  of  the  proposed  public  notice  to  be  issued  bv 
him.  After  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  public 
notice  will  be  mailed  to  all  parties  Imown  to  be  interested  in 
the  investigation,  setting  forth  the  findings  of  the  district  and 
division  engineers  and  there  recommendations  for  improve¬ 
ment,  and  informing  those  concerned  that  they  may  appear 
before  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  or 
the  Beach  Erosion  Board  to  present  their  views  on  the  matter. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  will  then  refer  the  report  to  the 
Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Plarbors  or  to  the  Beach 
Erosion  Board  for  review  as  required  by  law. 

Step  No.  5.  Revie%o  and  hearings  by  Engineer  Boards. — The 
Chief  of  Engineers,  after  the  j)ublic  notice  has  been  issued, 
refers  the  report  to  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  review  as 
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required  by  existing  law.  Tlie  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers 
and  Harbors,  an  independent  body  with  separate  staff  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  is  required  by  law  to  review  all  survey 
and  review  reports  except  beach  erosion  reports.  The  Beach 
Erosion  Board,  also  an  independent  body  and  staff  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  is  the  review  board  for  beach  erosion  studies. 

1  hese  Boards  may  hold  public  hearings  before  making  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Step  No.  6.  Preparation  of  proposed  report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  review  thereof  hy  the  affected  States  and 
F ederal  agencies. — When  the  Board  concerned  completes  its 
review  of  the  report  and  transmits  its  recommendation  to  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  latter  will  prepare  his  proposed  report 
and  will  refer  it,  with  the  Board's  report,  to  the  Governors  of 
the  affected  States  and  to  other  interested  Federal  agencies  in 
order  to  obtain  their  views  and  recommendations  on  the  im¬ 
provements  discussed  in  the  report.  The  Federal  agencies 
involved  may  include  the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Com¬ 
merce,  Interior,  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare; 
the  Federal  Power  Commission;  and  interested  branches  of 
the  Department  of  Defense.  The  States  and  the  other  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  normally  will  be  expected  to  forward  their 
comments  on  the  proposed  report  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
within  90  days. 

Step  No.  7.  Transmittal  of  report  to  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. — After  the  Chief  of  Engineers  receives  the  comments 
of  the  Governors  of  the  affected  States  and  those  of  other 
interested  Federal  agencies,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  will 
submit  a  draft  of  his  letter  of  transmission  to  Congress,  with 
the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  all  pertinent  papers, 
to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  relationship  of  the  report  to  the  program  of  the 
President. 

Step  No.  8.  Transmittal  of  Report  to  Congress. — Upon 
receipt  of  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  will  submit  his  report,  together  with  all 
allied  papers  and  comments,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
who  will  transmit  it  to  Congress.  This  step  will  complete 
the  action  required  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  insofar  as  compliance  with  the  congi’es- 
sional  resolution  or  act  authorizing  the  investigation  is 
concerned. 

In  section  202  of  the  River  and  Harbor  and  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1954,  it  is  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that: 

No  project  or  any  modification  not  authorized,  of  a  project 
for  flood  control  or  rivers  and  harbors,  shall  be  authorized 
by  the  Congi-ess  unless  a  report  for  such  project  or  modifica¬ 
tion  has  been  previously  submitted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 

U.S.  Army,  in  conformity  with  existing  law. 

The  authorization  of  these  two  projects  at  this  time  would  violate 
this  declared  policy  of  the  Congress. 
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Newark  Bay^  Hackensack,  and  Passaic  Rivei'S,  NJ.  {Channels  to  Port 
Elizabeth) 

The  (^orps  of  Engineers  was  directed  to  make  a  review  report  on 
this  project  by  resolutions  of  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  adopted  June  14,  19(50, 
and  July  31,  1957,  respectively.  The  incomplete  report  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  contemplates  the  modification  of  an  existing  project  for 
Newark,  Hackensack,  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.,  to  provide  for  hTderal 
maintenance  to  a  depth  of  35  feet  of  the  channels  to  Port  Elizabeth 
which  have  been  or  are  planned  to  be  dredged  by  the  Port  of  New 
Yoi'k  Authority  or  other  responsible  agency,  at  an  estimated  annual 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  of  $230,5()0. 

A  report  prepared  by  the  District  Engineer  was  submitted  to  the 
Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors.  The  report  was  not 
acceptable  to  the  Board  with  respect  to  the  measurement  of  benefits 
to  be  derived  from  the  project  and  the  determination  of  Federal  in¬ 
terest  in  the  project,  and  the  report  was  sent  back  to  the  District  Engi¬ 
neer,  where  it  now  lodges.  Obviously,  this  report  has  not  met  the 
requirements  of  existing  law  and  the  administrative  procedures  astab- 
lished  under  such  law  and  Executive  Order  9384.  The  report  has 
not  been  approved  by  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors ; 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  not  prepared  his  proposed  report  and  re¬ 
ferred  it,  with  the  Board’s  report,  to  the  Governors  of  affected  Sfates 
and  of  her  inferesfed  Federal  agencies  for  comments  and  recommenda¬ 
tions;  the  report,  with  all  pertinent  papers,  has  not  been  sent  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  review;  and  the  report  has  not  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress.  In  fact,  the  last  action  taken  on  this  report 
was  a  determination  by  the  Board  that  the  report  was  unacceptable 
in  two  particulars.  Nevertheless,  over  the  objection  of  the  under¬ 
signed,  the  majority  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  included  this 
report  in  H.R.  13273. 

Fire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  loesterly  to  Jones  Inlet,  N .Y . 

The  I'eview  report  on  this  project  has  not  advanced  even  as  far  as 
the  one  for  Newark  Bay,  Hackensack,  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.  A  re¬ 
port  prepared  by  the  District  Engineer  has  been  submitted  to  the  Office 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  but  it  has  not  yet  been  referred  to  the  Beach 
Erosion  Board,  and,  of  course,  none  of  the  subsequent  steps,  outlined 
hereinbefore,  have  been  accomplished,  including  the  .securing  of  com¬ 
ments  and  recommendations  of  the  affected  States  and  assurances  of 
local  cooperation,  which  are  essential  for  this  proiprt. 

The  considered  plan  of  improvement  would  provide  for  Federal 
participation  in  the  constiniction  of  a  long-temi  solution  of  the  erosion 
problem  from  Fire  Island  Inlet  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet,  N.Y.,  to  con¬ 
sist  generally  of  either  an  offshore  breakwater  or  a  jetty  extension  to 
trap  littoral  drift,  placement  of  sand  to  restore  the  beach,  provision  of 
feeder  beach  areas  to  nourish  downdrift  shores,  and  periodic  transfer 
of  sand  from  lee  of  the  breakwater  or  jetty  to  feeder  beaches.  At  the 
present  time  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  unable  to  determine  definitely 
either  the  costs  or  the  economic  justifications  for  the  long-term  plans. 
A  witness,  representing  the  Coi-ps  of  Engineers,  testified  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors  that  preliminary  cost  estimates 
ranged  between  $11.4  and  $17.9  million ;  however,  there  is  no  assurance 
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that  the  cost  will  fall  within  this  wide  range.  Furthermore,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  in  its  report,  dated  August  3,  1962,  on  H.R. 
12049,  a  bill  to  authorize  this  same  project,  said,  “The  survey  report 
on  this  proposal  is  being  processed  for  transmission  by  the  Secretary  of 
t he  Army  to  the  Congress.  It  is  recommended  that  action  on  authoriz- 
ing  legislation  be  deferred  pending  submission  to  Congress  of  the 
completed  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.” 

The  inclusion  of  this  project  in  the  bill  violates  the  declared  policy 
of  the  Congress  to  only  authorize  projects  for  which  a  report  has  been 
previously  submitted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  conformity  with 
existing  law,  and  is  a  complete  departure  from  the  time-tested  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  followed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  with  respect  to  the  review  and  authorization  of  water  resource 
projects. 

There  are  reports  on  other  projects  in  various  stages  of  completion 
in  which  many  Members  of  Congress  are  interested,  and  it  would  be 
unfair  to  such  other  Members  to  select  these  two  projects  for  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment. 

CONTROVERSIAL  PROJECTS  ON  WHICH  OPPONENTS  WERE  DENIED  AN 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  BE  HEARD 

Bums  Creek  Darni  and  Reservoir^  Snake  River ^  Idaho 

Authorization  of  the  Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the  upper 
Snake  River  in  Idaho,  as  contained  in  title  II  of  this  bill,  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Department  of  the  Interior,  at  a  cost  of 
$52  million  to  the  Federal  Government,  for  purposes  of  power,  irri¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  recreation,  and  the  preservation  and  propaga¬ 
tion  of  fish  and  wildlife.  This  project  was  first  recommended  to  the 
Congress  as  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  on  April  4,  1957  (H. 
Doc.  No.  147,  85th  Cong.).  Extensive  hearings  were  held  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  over  a  period  from 
1958  to  1961,  and  on  February  7,  1962,  the  committee  by  rollcall  vote 
rejected  a  motion  to  report  the  project  to  the  House. 

On  September  17,  1962,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  transmitted  a 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  this  same  project  to  the  Congress, 
and  it  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  No  hearings 
were  held  on  this  project  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  until 
September  24,  1962,  at  Avhich  time  a  representative  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control,  and 
later  the  same  day  two  Members  of  Congress  also  testified.  One  of 
the  Members  opposed  the  project  and  the  other  was  in  favor  of  it. 

Tliis  is  a  highly  controversial  project  that  was  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  over  a  period 
of  5  years  and  ultimately  rejected  by  that  committee.  It  is  now  re¬ 
ported  favorably  to  the  House  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
after  receiving  testimony  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  1  hour  and 
without  afforcling  an  opportunity  for  persons  who  oppose  the  project 
to  be  heard. 

The  report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  discloses  that  this  project  is 
opposed  by  the  States  of  Wyoming  and  Utah;  however,  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  was  given  for  the  Goveniors  or  other  officials  of  these  States 
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to  testify.  A  number  of  responsible  persons  have  written  to  the  com- 
jnittee  chairman  expressing  their  opposition  to  the  project  and  have 
asked  to  be  heard.  However,  all  oi  these  persons  were  denied  the 
light  to  appear  before  the  committee. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  rejected  the  project  after  long  hearings  and  full  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  matter  over  a  period  of  5  years  and  with  complete 
disregard  for  the  requests  of  opponents  to  be  heard,  the  majority  of 
the  committee  has  reported  this  project  to  the  House  over  the  objection 
of  the  undersigned. 

China  Gardens  Dam  and  Reservoir^  Snake  River ^  Ida?io,  Oregon^  and 
W  a^hington 

There  is  also  included  in  title  II  of  the  bill  authorization  for  the 
project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River, 
Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $74,777,000. 
No  hearings  were  held  on  this  project,  for  it  is  a  part  of  the  report  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  Columbia  River  and  tributaries.  Be¬ 
cause  of  inadequate  time  to  hold  hearings  on  this  report,  which  con¬ 
sists  of  five  large  volumes  and  is  quite  complex  and  controversial,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  annoimced  during 
public  hearings  that  the  Columbia  River  report  would  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  inclusion  in  this  bill.  However,  near  the  conclusion  of 
the  subcommittee  action  on  this  bill  in  executive  session,  an  amendment 
was  offered  to  include  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Resei-voir.  The 
undersigned,  with  considerable  misgiving,  did  not  oppose  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  reliance  upon  the  statement  of  a  representative  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  who  was  present,  that  there  was  no  opposition  to  the 
project. 

Subsequently,  it  was  learned  that  the  representative  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  was  mistaken  and  that  this  project  is  controversial.  There 
is  a  public  versus  private  power  issue  involved,  for  a  non-Federal 
entity  has  a  pending  license  application  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  High  Mountain  Sheep  project  upstream,  which  is  also 
a  part  of  the  report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  Columbia  River 
and  tributaries  and  for  which  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Reservoir 
is  a  reregulating  project,  and  has  committed  itself  to  construct  the 
China  Gardens  project  if  a  license  is  issued  for  the  High  Mountain 
Sheep  project.  We  are  also  advised  that  a  serious  question  exists 
as  to  whether  the  dam  will  bar  migration  of  fish  upstream. 

Committee  acted  without  full  knowledge  of  the  facts 

We  are  not  now  prepared  to  arrive  at  an  intelligent  dexiison  on  the 
meidts  of  either  of  these  projects  and  will  not  be  imtil  all  the  facts  are 
known,  and  we  doubt  that  a  majority  of  the  committee  is  any  better  in¬ 
formed.  A  committee  of  the  Congress  has  an  obligation  to  the  people 
of  the  United  States  to  provide  a  reasonable  opportunity  for  all  sides 
to  be  heard  on  controversial  projects,  so  that  the  committee  can  judge 
the  projects  on  their  merits  and  not  be  stampeded  into  making  de¬ 
cisions  which  may  be  inimical  to  the  public  interest. 

Except  for  2  days  of  hearings  on  13  projects  by  the  Subcommittee 
on  Flood  Control  on  May  8  and  9, 1962,  no  hearings  were  held  by  the 
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committee  on  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood-control  projects  during  the 
entire  two  sessions  of  this  Congress  until  September  6, 1962.  Between 
September  6  and  September  24,  hearings  were  held  on  a  total  of 
138  projects,  involving  approximately  $2  billion,  in  an  apparent  rush 
to  report  out  a  bill  during  the  waning  days  of  this  Congress.  These 
hearings  were  held  under  directions  to  hear  only  witnesses  from  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  Even  Members  of  Congress  were  generally  re¬ 
fused  time  to  be  heard  and  asked  to  submit  statements  for  the  record, 
although  limited  exceptions  were  made  to  this  procedure.  Except  for 
one  project,  no  other  witnesses  were  pei'mitted  to  testify  or  submit 
statements  for  the  record.  It  was  originally  understood  that  only 
noncontroversial  projects  would  be  heard  because  time  would  not 
permit  hearing  other  witnesses ;  however,  on  the  last  day  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  the  Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  was  added  to  the 
agenda,  and  the  China  Gardens  project  was  first  mentioned  in  execu¬ 
tive  session.  The  opponents  of  these  projects  have  not  been  permitted 
to  testify,  and  the  committee  acted  without  knowledge  of  the  facts 
that  these  persons  wish  to  present. 

We  feel  very  strongly  that  it  is  improper  for  a  committee  of  the 
Congress,  when  considering  a  project  known  to  be  controversial,  to 
deny  persons  who  oppose  the  project  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  be 
heard.  Regardless  of  any  personal  views  that  members  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  may  have  with  respect  to  a  project,  if  it  is  controversial  and 
there  is  an  honest  difference  of  opinion  between  sincere  people  on  both 
sides  of  the  issue  who  want  to  be  heard,  as  Members  of  Congress,  and 
collectively  as  a  committee  of  the  Congress,  we  have  an  obligation 
to  the  people  of  this  country  to  allow  time  for  both  opponents  and 
proponents  to  be  heard.  If  we  do  not  have  time,  then  we  should  post¬ 
pone  making  a  decision  until  we  do  have  time  to  conduct  an  adequate 
hearing  and  learn  all  the  facts. 

CONCLUSION 

W  e  urge  the  House  to  strike  from  H.R.  13273  all  four  of  the  projects 
heretofore  described.  No  emergency  exists,  nor  are  there  any  other 
circumstances  which  warrant  a  departure  from  existing  law,  declared 
congressional  policy,  and  established  procedure  for  ajiproval  at  this 
time  of  the  Newark  Bay,  Hackensack,  and  Passaic  Rivers  project, 
and  the  Fire  Island  Inlet  project.  Likewise,  there  is  no  emergency 
or  other  circumstance  existing  that  can  justify  the  Congress  approving 
the  Bums  Creek  project  and  the  China  Gardens  project  at  this  time 
without  first  giving  responsible  persons,  who  are  opposed  to  the 
project  and  have  asked  to  be  heard,  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  testify. 

l^s  is  an  authorization  bill,  and  none  of  the  latter  four  projects 
can  be  constmcted  until  funds  are  ^propriated  therefor.  These  proj¬ 
ects  can  be  considered  by  the  next  Congress  without  any  delay  in  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  projects  ultimately  approved,  and  action  can  then 
be  based  upon  full  knowledge  of  what  is  involved.  The  people  of  the 
United  States  are  entitled  to  expect  that  before  the  Congress  approves 
new  water  resources  projects,  involving  large  future  financial  commit¬ 
ments,  that  the  projects  will  have  been  fully  studied  and  reviewed  and 
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that  all  of  the  facts  are  known  to  the  Congress,  which  is  not  the  case  as 
to  these  four  projects. 

James  C.  Auchincloss, 
Gordon  C.  Scherer, 
William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin, 

Fred  Schwengel, 

Edwin  B.  Dooley, 

Howard  W.  Robison, 
Perkins  Bass, 

Walter  L.  McVey, 
Carleton  J.  King, 
William  H.  Harsha,  Jr., 
James  Harvey, 

John  C.  Kunkel, 

Louise  G.  Reece. 
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87th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  1050 

H.  R.  13273 

[Report  No.  2504] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

September  28, 1962 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

October  1, 1962 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A.  OILL 

Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author- 

7  ized  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 

8  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  ac- 

9  cordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec- 
10  ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective 
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reports  hereinafter  designated :  Provided,  That  tne  provisions 
of  section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March 
2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth 
with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of 
improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein 
set  forth  in  full : 

NAVIGATION 

Narraguagus  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
530,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$500,000; 

Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  118,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $205,000; 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
500,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$700,000; 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
216,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$8,340,000; 

Kennehunk  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
459,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$270,000; 
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Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  Piver,  Maine  and 
New  Hampshire :  House  Document  Numbered  482,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document 
Numbered  341,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,100,000; 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document 
Numbered  516,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  350,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,843,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  Biver,  Massachusetts: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  126,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,050,000; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts :  Senate  Document 
Numbered  124,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Bhode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  236,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $210,000; 

Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  510,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,185,000; 

Elushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York:  House  Document 
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Numbered  551,  Eigthy-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,695,000; 

Buttennilk  Channel,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  483,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost, 
of  $2,226,000; 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  New 
Jersey  (channels  to  Port  Elizabeth)  :  Modification  of  the 
existing  navigation  project  authorized  by  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  780,  Eighty-third  Congress) . 
House  Document  Numbered  252,  is  hereby  authorized  sub 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  being  prepared  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Raritan  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  455,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  maintenance ; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Virginia: 
House  Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,068,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  reimbursement  to 
local  interests  for  the  Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  Bridge; 

Rollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hatteras  Inlet  to 
Hatteras,  North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered  457, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,000; 

Wilmington  Harbor,  North  Carolina:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  114,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,370,000; 
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Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  115,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $605,000; 

Key  West  Harbor,  Eloiida:  Senate  Document  Niun- 
bered  106,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $820,000; 


Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels,  Florida : 
House  Document  Nmnbered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $997,000; 


Walter  E.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $500,000 ; 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
528,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$424,000; 

Holt  leek  and  damy  j\:labama :  The  Seeretarv^  of  the 
Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  te  eanae  an  immedi- 
ate  study  te  he  made  under  the  direetien  ef  the  Chief  ef 
with  a  view  te  providing  hydroelcetrie  power 
facilities  in  said  damy  and  sueh  installation  ef 
necessary  power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized  as  determined 
te  he  justified  by  the  Secretary  ef  the  Armyj  unless  within 
the  first  period  ef  sixty  calendar  days  ef  eentinueus  session 
ef  the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  report  is  suh- 
milted  te  it  sueh  report  is  disapproved  by  the  Congress.- 
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Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  hereby  a^ithorized  and  directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study 
to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  with 
a  view  to  providing  hydroelectric  power  generating  facilities 
in  said  dam,  and  his  report  on  such  study  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  within  the  first 
period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the 
E ighty-eighth  C ongress. 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi:  House  Dociunent  Num¬ 
bered  560,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,870,000; 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Lou¬ 
isiana:  Senate  Document  Numbered  36,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $357,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana  and  Texas: 
House  Document  Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,540,000; 

Calcasieu  River  Salt  Water  Barrier,  Louisiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  582,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,310,000; 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  552,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $103,300; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri:  House  Docu- 


1 

1  ment  Numbered  419,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

2  mated  cost  of  $195,000; 

^  Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Texas:  House  Document 

4  Numbered  553,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
^  cost  of  $20,830,000; 

^  Trinity  River,  WaUisville  Reservoir,  Texas:  House 

Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
^  estimated  cost  of  $9,162,000; 

^  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios, 
Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  504,  Eighty-seventh 
11  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $818,000; 

1^  Gulf  Intra coastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,  Texas: 
1^  House  Document  Numbered  288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
11  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,590,000; 

15  Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House  Docu- 

16  ment  Numbered  31,  Eighty-sLxth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

17  cost  of  $114,652,000; 

16  Kaskaskia  River,  Hhnois:  Senate  Document  Numbered 

19  44,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,- 

20  200,000; 

21  Lock  and  dam  numbered  3,  Big  Sandy  River,  Kentucky, 

22  at  an  esitmated  cost  not  to  exceed  $200 ,000 ;  such  work  as  may 

23  he  necessary  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of  said  lock  and 
21  dam:  Provided,  That  the  work  authorized  herein  shall  have 


8 


1  no  ejfect  on  the  condition  that  local  interests  shall  operate  and 

2  maintain  the  structure  and.  related,  properties  as  required  bp 

3  the  Act  of  Congress  approved.  Auejust  2,  1946  (60  Stat. 

4  1062):  And  provided  further,  That  there  is  hereby  author- 

5  ized  to  he  expended  from  appropriations  heretofore  or  here- 
®  inafter  made  for  such  functions  administered,  by  the  Depart- 

merit  of  the  Army  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
^  repair  and.  restoration  of  lock  and  darn  numbered,  3  on  the 
^  Big  Sandy  River. 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minne- 
apolis,  Minnesota :  House  Document  Numbered  513,  Eighty- 
1^  seventh  Compress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 

1^  Ontonagon  Harbor,  jMichigan:  House  Document  Num- 

14  bered  287,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

15  of  $4,741,000; 

16  Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num- 

17  bered  474,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

18  $609,000; 

19  Leland  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 

20  413,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,- 

21  000; 

22  Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling, 

23  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  480,  Eighty-seventh 

24  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $350,000 ; 

25  Green  Bay  Harhor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num- 
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1  bered  470,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

2  $4,270,000; 

3  Kenosha  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num- 

4  bered  496,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

5  of  $673,000; 

6  Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num- 

7  bered  479,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

8  of  $719,000; 

9  Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Kum- 

10  bered  134,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

11  of  $4,029,000; 

12  Calumet  Harhor  and  Eiver,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House 

13  Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

14  estimated  cost  of  $11,464,000; 

15  Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered 

16  485,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

17  $1,505,000; 

18  New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num- 

19  bered  481,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

20  of  $667,000; 

21  Caseville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num- 

22  bered  64,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

23  $327,000; 

24  Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
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544,  Eiglity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$4,780,000; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Nmnbered 
509,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$257,000; 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  165, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000 ; 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered 
527,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered 
415,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$6,179,000; 

Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  340,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $671,000; 

Buffalo  Harl)or,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  451,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,797,000; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document 
Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $765,000; 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  471,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,180,000; 
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Dana  Point  Harbor,  California:  House  Dociiirient  Num¬ 
bered  532,  Eigbty-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $3,730,000; 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  518,  Eiglity-seventb  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,000,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Eruitvale  Avenue  Bridfi-e- 
Senate  Document  Numbered  75,  Eiglitv-seventli  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,750,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  353,  Eiglity-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,775,000; 

Noyo  Biver  and  Harbor,  California:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  121,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $13,231,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Bivers,  Oregon  and 
Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $493,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Bivers  below  Van¬ 
couver,  Washington,  and  Portland,  Oregon:  House  Document 
Numbered  452,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,100,000; 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos  Water¬ 
ways,  Washington:  Senate  Document  Numbered  104, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000 ; 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


12 


Kingston  Harbor,  Washington :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  417,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $428,000; 

Swinomish  Channel,  Washington:  House  Document 
Numbered  499,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $887,000; 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  484,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,919,000; 

BEACH  EROSION 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered 
416,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$88,000; 

Eire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet, 
Long  Island,  New  York:  Modification  of  the  existing  beach 
erosion  control  project  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Congress) , 
House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans, 
which  will  include  a  sand  bypassing  system  at  Fire  Island 
Inlet,  being  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia :  House  Document  Numbered 
382,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Caro- 
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1  lina:  House  Hociunent  Numbered  555,  Eighty-seventh  Con- 

2  gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $194,000; 

2  Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  Florida :  House  Docu- 

4  ment  Numhered  561,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti- 

5  mated  cost  of  $220,000; 

6  Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michigan-Ohio  State  line 
^  to  Marblehead,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  63. 

8  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

9  Sheffield  Lake  Community  Park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village, 
Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  414,  Eighty-seventh 

11  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $100,300; 

12  Ventura-Pierpont  Area,  Cahfomia:  House  Document 
12  Numbered  458,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
14  cost  of  $515,000. 

1^  Sec.  102.  ( a)  The  Act  approved  August  13,  1946,  as 
10  amended  hy  the  Act  approved  July  28,  1956  (33  U.S.C. 
1"^  426e-h),  pertaining  to  shore  protect  mi,  is  hereby  further 
12  amended  as  follows: 

10  (1)  The  word  '‘one-tkirJ’  in  section  1(b)  is  deleted 

20  and  the  word  '‘one-half”  is  substituted  therefor. 

21  ( 2)  The  folloiving  is  added  after  the  word  “located” 

22  in  section  1(b):  “,  except  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the 

oq 

restoration  and  protection  of  Federal  property  shall  be  borne 
‘"I  fully  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  further,  that  Federal 
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'parhcipation  in  ihe  cost  of  a  project  for  restorotion  ond  pro¬ 
tection  of  State,  county,  and  other  puhlicly  owned,  shore  parks 
and  conservation  areas  may  he  the  total  cost  exclusive  of  land 
costs,  when  such  areas:  Include  a  zone  which  excludes  per¬ 
manent  human  habitation;  include  hut  are  not  limited,  to  rec- 
reationed  beaches;  satisfy  adeciuate  criteria  for  conservation 
and  development  of  the  natural  resources  of  the  environmeid ; 
extend,  landward  a  sufficient  distance  to  include,  where  appro¬ 
priate,  protective  dunes,  bluffs,  or  other  natural  features 
which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands  from  damaye;  and  pro¬ 
vide  essenticdly  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate  imblic 
use,  all  of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers.” 

(3)  The  following  is  added  after  the  word  ^‘supple¬ 
mented”  in  section  1(e):  “,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  small  project 
under  section  3  of  this  Act,  unless  the  plan  therefor  has 
been  approved  by  the.  Chief  of  Engineers.” 

(4)  Sections  2  and,  3  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized,  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  u'ork  done  by  theni  on 
author  czed.  projects  which  individually  do  not  exceed 
$1 ,000,000  in  tot(d  co4  after  initiation  of  the  survey  studies 
which  form  the  basis  for  the  project:  Provided,  That  the 
work  irhich  may  have  been  done  on  the  projects  is  approved 
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by  the  Chief  of  Enyineevs  as  being  in  accordance  with  the 
authorized  projects:  Provided  further,  That  such  reiniburse- 
inent  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or 
funds  available  therejor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over 
other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements. 

“Sec.  S.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  hereby  authorized 


to  undertake  construction  of  small  shore  and  beach  restora¬ 
tion  and  protection  projects  not  specifically  authorized  by 
Congress,  ivhich  otherwise  comply  with  section  1  of  this  Act, 
when  he  finds  that  such  work  is  advisable,  and  he  is  further 
authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations  heretofore  or 
hereinafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000 
for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs 
of  construction  of  such  projects:  Provided,  That  not  more 
than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  for  any 
smgle  project  and  the  total  amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient 
to  complete  the  F ederal  participation  in  the  project  under 
this  section  including  periodic  nourishment  as  provided  for 
under  section  1(c)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further.  That  the 
provisions  of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  1  of  this 
Act  shall  applji:  And  provided  further.  That  the  ivork  shall 
be  complete  in  itself  and  shall  not  commit  the  United  States 
10  any  additional  improvement  to  insure  its  successful  opera¬ 
tion,  except  for  participation  in  periodic  beach  nourishment 
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m  accordance  with  section  1(c)  of  this  Act,  and  as  maij 
result  from  the  normal  procedure  appli/ha/  to  projects  author¬ 
ized  after  submission  of  surveif  reports  A 

(h)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relating  to  surveys  of 
rivers  and  harbors  shall  apply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore 
protection  and  any  expenses  incident  and  necessary  to  investi¬ 
gation  and  study  shall  be  paid  from  funds  for  ''General  in¬ 
vestigations,  civil  functions''.  Department  of  the  Army,  and, 
section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  426),  is  modified  to  the  extent 
inconsistent  herewith. 

( c)  The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this  section  shall  apply 
in  determining  the  amounts  of  Federal  participation  in  or 
payments  toward  the  costs  of  authorized  projects  for  which  the 
F ederal  contribution  has  not  been  rnade  prior  to  the  date  of 
approval  of  this  Act,  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  through  the 
Beach  Erosion  Board,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  recom¬ 
pute  the  amounts  of  Federal  contribution  toward  the  costs  of 
such  projects  accordingly. 

Sec.  40S  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
to  convey  17.94  acres  of  land  located  at  old  lock  and  dam 
numbered  7,  Ohio  Elver,  to  the  city  of  Midland,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  after  November  1,  1962,  for  public  park  and  recrea¬ 
tion  purposes,  without  monetary  consideration  but  subject 
to  reversion  to  the  United  States  if  not  utilized  for  public 
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park  and  recreation  purposes  and  further  subject  to  such 
flowage  rights  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the 
New  Cumberland  lock  and  dam,  Ohio  Eiver. 

Sec.  4113- 104.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done 
by  them  on  the  beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  subsequent  to  the 
initiation  of  the  cooperative  studies  which  form  the  basis  for 
the  projects :  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may  have  been 
done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  i)rojects  herein 
adopted:  Provided,  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or  funds 
available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements. 

^EC.  105.  The  body  of  irater  desifpiafed  the  Redondo 
Beach  Harbor,  California,  shall  be  known  and  desiqnated 
hereafter  as  the  Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor,  California. 
Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record,  or  other  paper 
of  the  United  States  in  which  such  body  of  water  is  referred 
to  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Redondo  Beach  King 
Harbor,  California. 

Sec.  44M- 106.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  aii- 
tborized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the 
H.R.  13273 - 3 
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following  named  localities  and  subject  to  all  apidicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  tO  of  the  Kiver  and  Harboi-  Act  of  1950: 

A  ehannel  Channrl  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer 
Island,  Massachusetts,  at  approximately  the  same  loca¬ 
tion  as  the  former  channel  commonly  known  as  Sbirley 
Gilt. 

Kings  Bay  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  Kiver  in  Wapakoneta,  Auglaize  County, 
Ohio. 

Sec.  44)§  107.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Tliver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  COKTKOL 
Sec.  201.  That  section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June 
22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  ajiproved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  excejit 
that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said 
Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  ajiply  thereto,  and  except  as 
otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the  autlioriza- 
tion  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted  reipiiring 
local  cooperation  shall  expii-e  five  years  from  the  date  on 
whicli  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Dejiart- 
ment  of  the  Arni}^  of  the  reipiirements  of  local  coojieration. 
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’  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assur- 
nnccs  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the 
required  cooperation  will  he  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respc<^!t 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  iiTigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here-* 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided 
further,  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated 
as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con- 
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1  sistent  with  budgetary  requirements:  And  provided  further, 

2  That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  pos- 

3  sible  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 

4  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  con- 

5  struction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 

6  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Aimy  on  the  recommendation  of  the 

7  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

8  NEW  ENGLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AEEA 

9  The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  protection 

10  at  Wareham-Marion,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  authorized 

11  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the 

12  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  548, 

13  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,811,500. 

14  The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane  flood  protection 

15  at  Point  Judith,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 

16  tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 

17  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  521,  Eighty- 

18  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,414,000. 

19  The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  control 

20  protection  at  Narragansett  Pier,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby 

21  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommeiida- 

22  tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 

23  bered  195,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

24  $1,152,000. 


21 


-*•  LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 

2  The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at  New 

3  London,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 

4  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Enjri- 

5  neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  478,  Eighty-seventh 

6  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,401,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Westport, 
^  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
9  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 

10  Document  Numbered  412,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

11  estimated  cost  of  $217,000. 

12  The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Mystic, 

13  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 

14  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
1'5  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
Id  estimated  cost  of  $1,490,000. 

1^  nOUSATONIC  RIVER  BASIN 

13  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Naugatuck  River 

19  at  Ansonia-Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  sub- 

20  stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 

21  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  437, 

22  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,620,000. 
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1  -  iTUDSON  rivp:e  basin 

2  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rondout  Creek  and 

3  Wallkill  River  and  their  tributaries,  New  York  and  New 

4  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 

5  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 

6  Document  Numbered  113,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

7  estimated  cost  of  $5, 1 1 1 ,000, 

i 

8  NEW  JERSEY— ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

9  The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 

10  erosion  control  on  Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New 

11  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  suhstantially  in  accordance  with 

12  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 

13  Document  Numbered  464,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

14  estimated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 

15  SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN 

16  The  project  for  the  Juniata  River  and  tributaries, 

17  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  in  accordance  with  the 

18  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu- 

19  ment  Numbered  565,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  but  without 

20  the  power  features,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,150,000: 

21  Provided,  That  if  the  Cliief  of  En  ginecrs  deems  it  desirable 

22  he  may  submit  a  reexamination  I’eport  on  the  power  gener- 

23  ating  features  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration. 
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DELAWAEE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Delaware  River  Basin,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  Delaware,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  522,  Eighty-seventh 
Congi’ess,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $224,000,000. 

POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River, 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  469,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Norfolk, 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,537,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
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1  Document  Numbered  418,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

2  estimated  cost  of  $739,000. 

3  APALACHICOLA  RIVER  BASIN,  GEORGIA 

4  The  project  for  the  West  Point  Eeservoir,  Chattahoo- 

5  chee  Eiver,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac- 

6  cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

7  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 

8  bered  570,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

9  $52,900,000. 

19  central  and  southern  FLORIDA 

11  The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 

12  purposes  in  central  and  southern  Elorida,  approved  in  the 

13  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress  is 

14  hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

1^  The  project  for  south  Dade  County,  Elorida,  is  hereby 
19  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
11"  tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
1^  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Con- 

19  gross,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,388,000; 

20  The  project  for  flood  protection  in  the  Cutler  Drain 
‘^l  Area,  Elorida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 

ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

23  Senate  Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 

24  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,063,000. 
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GREEN  SWAMP  REGION,  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  the  four  river  hasins,  Florida,  namely 
the  Hillshorough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace 
Rivers,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $57,760,000. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chunky  Creek, 
Chickasawhay  and  Pascagoula  Rivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  549,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,740,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 
1928,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  and  expanded  to  in¬ 
clude  construction  of  certain  improvements  in  Gin  and  Muddy 
Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  substantially  in 
accordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  Office,  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Missis- 
H.R.  13273 - 4 
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sippi  River  Delta,  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  550,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,502,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red  River  in 
Natchitoches  and  Red  River  Parishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  476,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,293,000. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  a  unit  in  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries 
project,  shall  hereafter  be  known  and  designated  as  the  Will 
M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor  of  the  late  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the  Third  District 
of  Mississippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  erect  appropriate  markers 
along  the  auxiliary  channel  designating  the  project  “The 
Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”.  Any  law,  regula¬ 
tion,  document,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
project  is  designated  or  referred  to  under  the  name  of  lower 
auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be 
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held  and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of 
“Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channerh 

BUFFALO  BAYOU 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince  and  Little 
Vince  Bayous,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  441,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,224,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Port  Arthur 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  505,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,380,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Freeport 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  495,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,780,000. 

TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  East  Fork  of 
the  Trinity  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  554,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,760,000. 
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The  project  for  extension  of  the  Fort  Worth  Floodway, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
454,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$5,148,000. 

BKAZOS  EIVER  BASIN 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Brazos  Eiver  Basin, 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  3,  1954,  as  amended 
by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
include  the  following  item,  and  the  monetarv  authorization 
for  said  comprehensive  plan  is  hereby  increased  accordingly. 

The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  Eiver,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantiallv  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$20,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Clear  Fork  of 
the  Brazos  Eiver  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  506,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,200,000. 

TULAROSA  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamogordo,  New 
Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
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Document  Numbered  473,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Las  Cruces,  New 
Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
117,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,350,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas  Elver,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a 
sewage  outfall  for  the  city  of  Eussellville,  Arkansas,  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  plans  of  said  cit}^,  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,400,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow  Creek,  Kansas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  531,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  Eiver 
at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  498,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 
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The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdigris  Eiver  and 
tributaries,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  563, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$62,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkansas  Eiver, 
Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-seventh  Congi’ess, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000. 

WHITE  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  i)roject  for  Hood  protection  on  Village  Creek,  White 
Eiver,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  pumping  plant,  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,018,000. 

The  flood  protection  project  for  Village  Creek,  Jackson 
and  Lawrence  Counties,  Arkansas,  is  herel)y  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  l)y  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  352,  EiiJitv-seventh  Conjiress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,968,000. 
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1  RED  inVEK  BASIN 

2  The  project  for  Tioke  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Texas,  is 

3  hereby  authorized  suhstantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 

4  mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 

5  Nnmliered  144,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

6  cost  of  $(1,410,000. 

7  The  project  providing  for  the  construction  of  two  ex- 

8  perimental  water  quality  study  projects  in  the  Arkansas- 

9  Red  River  Basins,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
10 '  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

11  neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  105,  Eighty-seventh 

12  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 

13  The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  Moun- 

14  tain  Fork  River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 

15  tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 

16  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  137,  Eighty- 

17  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,800,000. 

18  The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs, 

19  Kiamichi  River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  suhstan- 

20  tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 

21  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  145,  Eighty- 

22  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $29,748,000. 
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MISSOUEI  EIVEE  BABIN 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri  River  Basin, 
approved  in  the  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
include  the  following  project  projects,  and  the  monetary  au¬ 
thorization  for  said  general  comprehensive  plan  is  increased 
accordingly. 

(a)  The  Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage  River, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  additional  cost  of  $43,245,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  na¬ 
tional  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

(b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  River,  Kansas,  Ne¬ 
braska,  and  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Enginers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  122,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $88,070,000:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  the 
Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyon  Creek  is  deferred  at  this  time, 
subject  to  submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  which 
shall  take  into  account  the  water  and  related  land  resource 
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development  plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the 
Kansas  Water  Resources  Board,  and  Lyon  Creek  Water¬ 
shed  Joint  District  Numbered  41,  and  preparation  of  said 
report  is  hereby  authorized. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papillion  Creek  and 
tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  475,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Creek,  Iowa, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  438,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

OHIO  ETVEB  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Kokosing  River, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  220, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mad  River  above 
Huffman  Dam,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  439,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 
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The  project  for  tlie  Kentucky.  Eiver,  Kentucky,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $26,020,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buckhannon 
Elver,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accorUance  with  tlie  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,206,000. 

Tlie  project  for  the  Guyandot  Eiver  and  tributaries, 
West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  Muth  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  569,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
second  session,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab  Creek  at 
Youngstown,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Cliief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in. House  Document  Numbered  440,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,268,000. 
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The  project  for  the  Scioto  Kiver,  Ohio,  is  hereby  autlior- 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  reconiniendations  of 

the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered - , 

Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$55,847,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Allegheny  llivei- 
at  Salamanca,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  95,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,102,000. 

The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law 
85-500) ,  is  hereby  modilied  to  provide  that  no  cash  con¬ 
tribution  shall  be  required  of  local  interests :  Provided,  That 
the  other  items  of  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Eno:ineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  316  of 
the  Eighty-fourth  Congress  shall  still  be  applicable. 

UPPEIJ  MISSISSIPPI  EIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
Wisconsin,  and  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
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recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  472,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $71,465,000. 

The  project  for  Kend  Lake,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  541, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $35,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Griittenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Nundjered 
286,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississip])i  River 
between  Sainte  Genevieve  and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  519,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Harrison ville  and  Ivy  Landing 
Drainage  and  Levee  District  Number  2,  Illinois,  is  herebv 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda' 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  542,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,112,000. 
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The  project  for  tlie  Columbia  Draina^-e  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict  Number  3,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  reconmiendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  543,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $986,000. 

The  project  for  the  Prairie  Dul’ont  Levee  and  Sanitary 
District,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  reconmiendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  540,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $921,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Richland  Creek, 
Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  571,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,995,000. 

The  project  for  the  Joanna  Reservoir,  Salt  River, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  507,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $63,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Pecatonica  River, 
Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  539,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $850,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


38 


The  project  for  the  Mississippi  Elver  Urban  Areas  from 
Hampton,  Illinois,  to  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  450, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kickapoo  Eiver,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  557,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,570,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Warroad  Eiver 
and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  449, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  ])roject  for  flood  ])rotection  on  the  Eiver  Eouge, 
i\riclii  gan,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,659,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sandusky  Eiver, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  136,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,300,000. 
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TRUCKEE  RIVER  BASIN 

Tlic  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Truckee  River 
and  tributaries,  California  and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  435, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Alameda  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  128,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $14,680,000. 

The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  545, 
Eiglity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,534,000. 

SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River,  California, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  453,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000: 
Provided,  That  upon  completion  of  construction  of  the  dam 
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and  poweiplaiit  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  project  shall 
become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and 
be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
pursuant  to  the  Eederal  reclamation  laws,  except  that  the 
flood  control  operation  of  the  project  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army:  Provided  further,  That  the  Stanislaus  Eiver 
Channel,  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San  Joaquin  Eiver, 
shall  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  a 
capacity  of  at  least  five  eight  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second 
subject  to  the  condition  that  responsible  local  interests  agree 
to  maintain  private  levees  and  to  prevent  encroachment  on 
the  existing  channel  and  floodway  between  the  levees: 
Provided  further,  That  l)efore  initiating  any  diversions  of 
water  from  the  Stanislaus  Eiver  Basin  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  the  Secretaiy 
of  the  Interior  shall  determine  the  quantity  of  water  required 
to  satisfy  all  existing  and  anticipated  future  needs  within 
that  basin  and  the  diversions  shall  at  all  times  be  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  the  quantities  so  deteiTnined:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Araiy  adopt  appropriate  measures 
to  insure  the  preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  in  the  New  Melones  project  and  shall  allocate  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080),  aji 
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appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  Stanislaus 
River  division  and  of  o})era(ing  and  maintaining  the  same, 
such  costs  to  he  nonreimbursable:  Provided  fujiher,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  connection  with  the  New 
Melones  project,  construct  basic  public  recreation  facilities, 
a«(piire  land  necessary  for  that  ])urpose,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  such  facilities  and  acquiring  such  lands  to  be  non¬ 
reimbursable  and  nonretumahle :  Provided  further,  That 
contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional  electric 
energy  available  from  the  Central  Valley  project  power 
system  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  the  plants  herein 
authorized  and  their  integration  with  that  system  shall  be 
made  in  accordance  with  preferences  expressed  in  the  Eederal 
reclamation  laws  except  that  a  first  preference,  to  the  extent 
of  25  per  centum  of  such  additional  energy,  shall  be  given, 
under  reclamation  law,  to  preference  customers  in  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  Counties,  California,  for  use  in  that  county, 
who  are  ready,  able,  and  willing,  within  twelve  months 
after  notice  of  availability  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  energy  and  that  Tuolunme 
and  Calaveras  County  preference  customers  may  exercise 
their  option  in  the  same  date  in  each  successive  fifth  year 
providing  written  notice  of  their  intention  to  use  the  energy 
is  given  to  the  Secretary  not  less  than  eighteen  months  prior 
to  said  dates:  And  provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of 
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the  Army  give  consideration  (luring  the  preconstruction 
planning  for  the  New  Melones  project  to  the  advisability 
of  including  storage  for  the  regulation  of  streamhow  for  the 
purpose  of  downstream  water  quality  control. 

The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Fresno  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $14,338,000. 

The  Buchanan  Reservoir,  Chowchilla  River,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  98,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $13,585,000. 

EUSSIAN  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry  Creek,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Nimibered  547,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $42,400,000. 

EEDWOOD  CEEEK  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Redwood  Creek, 
Humboldt  County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
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Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  497, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,580,000. 

LOS  ANGELES  EIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  tlie  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  com])rehensive  ])lan  for  the  Los  Angeles 
River  Basin  approved  iu  the  Act  of  August  18,  1941,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon  and  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  566,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $106,700,000:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  project 
is  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  accomplish  the  bene¬ 
fits  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  of  the  district 
engineer  and  its  appended  report;  (b)  water  for  all  purposes 
shall  be  released  in  the  quantities  and  qualities  at  points 
described  in  the  district  engineer’s  report  and  its  appendixes ; 
(c)  in  the  years  of  short  water  supply  all  water  users  will 
share  the  available  water  in  the  same  proportions  that  they 
would  share  the  total  full  supply  when  it  is  available  and  that 
no  further  water-use  allocations  will  be  made  from  the  author¬ 
ized  storage  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible  benefits  to 
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authorized  uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity  when  storage 
shortages  occur. 

COLUMBIA  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Bums  Creek  Dam  and  Beservoir, 
Snake  Iliver,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  130,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kirie  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Willow 
Creek,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  reconunendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  562,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,027,000. 

The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Black- 
foot  River,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $829,000. 

The  project  for  the  Asotin  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake 
River,  Idaho  and  Washington,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  403,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $99,818,000. 

The  project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Snake  River,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  is  hereby 
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1  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 

2  tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 

3  bered  403,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

4  of  $74,777,000. 

5  COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 

6  The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  is 

7  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec- 

8  ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 

9  Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

10  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

11  Sec.  204.  That  section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 

12  1948,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701s),  is  amended  by,  (a) 

13  striking  out  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  “$25,000,000” 

14  in  lieu  thereof,  (b)  substituting  for  the  term  “small  flood 

15  control  projects”  the  term  “small  projects  for  flood  control 

16  and  related  purposes”,  and  (c)  striking  out  ''Provided,  That 

17  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  at 

18  any  single  locality  from  the  appropriations  for  any  one 

19  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Provided,  That 

20  not  more  than  $2,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section 

21  for  a  project  at  any  single  locality  and  the  amount  allotted 

22  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  Federal  participation  in  the 

23  project:  And  provided  further.  That  no  construction  shall  be 

24  undertaken  on  any  project  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 

25  with  a  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $1,000,000  unless  such 
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project  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
respectively.” 

Sec.  205.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  granted  to 
Duke  Power  Company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  to  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  dam  across  Savannah  River 
between  Anderson  County,  South  Carobna,  and  Elbert 
County,  Georgia,  near  Middleton  Shoals,  and  about  two 
hundred  and  ninety-seven  miles  above  the  mouth  of  said  river, 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  pool  for  condenser  water  for 
a  steam-electric  plant.  Constmction  on  such  dam  shall  not 
be  commenced  until  the  plans  therefor  have  been  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army,  and  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  when  such 
plans  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  there  shall  be  no  deviation 
from  such  plans  either  before  or  after  completion  of  said  dam 
unless  the  modification  of  such  plans  has  previously  been 
submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  In  approving  the  plans  for  said 
dam  such  conditions  and  stipulations  may  be  imposed  as  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  deem 
necessary  to  protect  the  present  and  future  interest  of  the 
United  States.  N’othing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to 
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1  authorize  the  use  of  such  dam  to  develop  water  power  or 

2  generate  hydroelectric  energy.  The  grantee  and  its  suc- 

3  cessors  shall  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 

4  all  claims  arising  from  damage  which  may  be  sustained  by 

5  the  dam  herein  authorized,  or  damage  sustained  by  the  ap- 

6  purtenances  of  the  said  dam,  by  reason  of  the  future  con- 

7  struction  and  operation  by  the  United  States  of  HartweU 

8  Eeservoir  or  any  other  Federal  project  upstream  or  down- 

9  stream  from  the  dam  herein  authorized.  The  authority 

10  gi'anted  by  this  section  shall  cease  and  be  deemed  null  and 

11  void  unless  the  actual  construction  of  the  dam  hereby  author- 

12  ized  is  commenced  vdthin  four  years  and  completed  within 

13  seven  years  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  section.  The 

14  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  section  is  hereby  ex- 

15  pressly  reserved. 

16  Sec.  206.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author- 

17  ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 

18  purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve- 

19  ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 

20  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

21  neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri- 

22  torial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  local- 

23  ities:  Provided,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports 

24  made  on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supple- 

25  mental  or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless 
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authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny 
may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  he  made 
and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Cong-ress,  if  such  review 
is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical 
or  economic  conditions;  Provided  further,  That  the  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  he  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project 
for  the  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned 
in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work  shall 
have  been  adopted  by  law : 

Waccasassa  River  (Levy  County  and  Gilchrist 
County) ,  Florida. 

Valenciana  River,  Puerto  Rico. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  north  shore,  Louisiana. 

San  Bernard  River,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in  northern 
California  draining  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  developing,  where  feasible,  multiple-purpose 
water  resource  projects,  particularly  those  which  would 
be  eligible  under  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  Public 
Law  85-500. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  California. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  ('ounty,  California, 
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1  draining  tlie  Santa  Ynez  Mountains,  except  Santa  Ynez 

2  Kiver  and  tributaries. 

3  Sec.  207.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood 

4  Control  Act  of  1962”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  Conference  report  on  agricMtural  appropriation  bill. 
House  received  conference  y^port  on  foreign  trade  bill. \Both  Houses  agreed  to 
conference  report  on  taxyoill.  Confereees  agreed  to  file^eport  on  pay  bill. 

Senate  passed  bills  to:^mend  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  re  PS-acre  wheat  exemption 
for  1963  crop;  Increa^  limitation  on  FHA  loans.  '  Both  House\  received  and  Senate 
agreed  to  conference^eport  on  school  lunch  fund  apportionraen^^ill.  Senate  passed 
foreign  aid  appropjaation  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  billN^or  holding  World 
Food  Congress. 


HOUSE 

'  '  '■  s 

«< 

1,  AGRICU^URAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Received  the  further  confer^ce  report 
on  a^ndments  in  disagreement  on  this  bill,  H,  R.  12648  (H.  Rept.  2^^).  All 
mdments  previously  reported  in  disagreemei^t  were  still  reported  inMis- 
[reement  (pp.  20596,  20650).  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  copy  of  th^con- 
^ference  committee  report. 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12900,  the  public  works 
appropriation  bill.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p,  20568 
The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  permission  to  file  conference  re¬ 
ports  at  any  time,  p.  20568 
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3.  PUBLIC  WORKS,  The  Rules  Coimnittee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  13273,  the  public  works  authorization  bill,  p,  20650 


PERSONNEL.  The  ’’Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees,  in  executive  sessioi^ 
\agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate^^^nd 
^use-passed  versions  of  H,  R.  7927,  providing  for  postal  rate  increase/and 
l^reases  in  Federal  employees'  seilaries."  p.  D929  ^ 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendme^  H.  R, 
953l\to  amend  the  law  relating  to  pay  for  postal  employees  (H.  Rea^  2509). 
p.  2065<) 

ConcuVred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  the  House  amendment  to  ^  2697,  to 
amend  title  38,  U.S.C. ,  to  provide  an  extension  of  the  period^^thin  which 
certain  educational  programs  must  be  begun  and  completed  in  One  case  of  per¬ 
sons  called  ^  active  duty  during  the  Berlin  crisis.  This ^11  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  Praaident.  p.  20569  / 

Received  frorasTreasury  a  report  of  the  operations  by  J^deral  departments 
and  establishment^,  in  connection  with  the  bonding  of  oSTicers  and  employees, 
p.  20650. 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agricu^ure  Committee  approved  th^work  plans  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  watersheds:  Anasco^*^  ver ,  P.  R. Bayou  Fol^,  La.;  Bee  Creek,  Kan.;  Big 
Indian  Creek,  Neb,.;  Big  ^ddy  Creek,  Ky. ;  Big  l^acondah,  Iowa;  Crooked  Bayou, 
Ark,;  Duncan  Creek,  S,  C.  ;\^rdin  Creek,  Tenn^  Kaercher  Creek,  Penn,;  Lattas^ 
Creek,  Ind, ;  Line  Creek,  TeiuV.;  Lower  Forest/^iver,  N,  Dak.;  Middle  Caney, 
Kan.;  Nesbobe  River,  Vt.;  Salr^ck  Creek,  l/,  Va, ;  Stacker  Fork,  Ind,;  Upper 
Bogue  Phalia,  Miss.;  Upper  QuabS^g  River/  Mass,;  West  Fork  of  Pine  River,  Ky, ; 
and  Silver  Creek,  Kan,  p.  2057] 


6.  TAXATION.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  theyi^nference  report  on  H,  R.  10650,  the 
proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962.  Thj^r  bWl  bill  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 
See  Digest  No.  150  for  items  of  iAtere\.  pp.  20547-65,  20580-92 


7.  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Received  the  coilfference  rep^t  on  H.  R,  11970,  the  proposed 
Tratfe Expansion  Act  of  1962  pT.  Rept.  2518)  !\pp.  20597-601,  20650 

The  Ways  and  Means  Coram^tee  reported  witn^mendment  H,  R.  12109,  to  amend 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  to/permit  certain  natural  grasses  and  other  natural 
materials  to  be  imported free  of  duty  (H.  Rept.\516).  p.  20650 


8.  DRUGS.  The  "Daily  Di^fest"  states  that  "Conferees,  iW  executive  session,  agree^ 
bo  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-  ; 
passed  versions  o/ S.  1552,  proposed  Drug  Industry  Ant^rust  Act."  p.  D929 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PRO^T&AM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  folloVung  bills  will  be' 
considered  op/Wed. :  H.  R,  13290,  the  supplmental  appropriation  bill;  H,  R. 
13273,  the ^blic  works  authorization  bill;  S.  1123,  to  extend  certain  child 
labor  pro^sions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  to  children  ^ployed  in 
agricul^e;  and  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11665,  the  school  lunch  fund 
apport^nment  bill.  He  further  announced  that  the  conference  reptort  on  the 
prop9/ed  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962  will  be  considered  on  Thurs,  V.  20616 


SENATE 


JHEAT.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  13241,  to  amend  Sec,  309  of  the  Fo^ 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  so  as  to  provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota 
the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  acreage  of 
wheat  planted  exceeds  the  smaller  of  15  acres  or  the  highest  number  of  acres^ 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  in  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963 
(instead  of  1959,  1960,  or  1961).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Fresi- 
dent.  p.  20492 
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('OXSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  13273 


October  2,  1962. —  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  CoLMER,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  823] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  823,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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H.  RES.  823 

[Report  No.  2515] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

October  2, 19G2 

]\Ir.  CoLMER,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  TIonse  Calendar  and  ordei’ed  to  he  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  tliis  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  ITtion 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  l)ill  (H.R.  13273)  authorizing 

5  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  pu1)lic 

6  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 

7  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general  del)ate,  which  shall 

8  ])e  confined  to  the  l)ill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two 

9  hours,  to  l)e  equally  divided  and  controlled  l)y  the  chairman 

10  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Pu])lic 

11  Works,  the  hill  shall  l)e  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 

12  minnte  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 


V 


2 


1  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 

2  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 

3  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  or- 

4  dered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 

5  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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mAMadden,  for  20  minutes,  on  Thurs¬ 
day  aIuJ^^Priday. 

Mr.  RyAN  of  New  York,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  O’H^a  of  Illinois,  for  30  minutes 
on  Friday. 

Mr.  HARDiNd^for  30  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Ellsworto  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Barry),  for  10  i^nutes,  on  October  4, 
1962. 

Mr.  Parbstein  (a^he  request  of  Mi\ 
Hagan  of  Georgia),  Nf  15  minutes,  to¬ 
day,  and  to  revise  ancL  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  ext^neous  matter. 

Mr.  Dulski  (at  the  r^uest  of  Mr. 
Hagan  of  Georgia) ,  for  1  houj;;,  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  October  4. 

Mrs.  Pfost,  for  30  minutes,  twlay. 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARK;^ 

By  unanimous  consent,  permissioi\to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  tr 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks^ 
was  granted  to : 

Mr.  Hays  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Dorn  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mi-s.  Griffiths  in  five  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Sikes  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter,  notwithstanding  it  will  exceed 
two  pages  of  the  Record  and  is  estimated 
by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost  $240. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  in  two  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter,  not¬ 
withstanding  that  in  one  instance  it  will 
exceed  two  pages  of  the  Record  and  is 
estimated  by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost 
$480. 

Mr.  Lane  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Adair  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mrs.  Bolton  in  five  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  to  insert  certain 
correspondence  in  the  Record  during  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  8556. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri  in  two  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  in  one  the 
extraneous  matter  will  exceed  two  pages 
of  the  Record  and  is  estimated  by  the 
Public  Printer  to  cost  $240. 

Mr.  Bennett  of  Florida,  his  remaps 
during  debate  on  the  Roosevelt  Memonal 
Commission  resolution,  and  to  ii^ude 
extraneous  matter. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  in  five  ^tances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Ryan  of  New  York  an;*  to  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Rhodes  of  Pennsyl^nia  in  five  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  jfxtraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illi^is  in  five  instances 
and  to  include  extriuieous  matter. 

Mr.  Philbin  inywiree  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Aspina^  (at  the  request  of  Mrs. 
Pfost)  and  ^  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  Elj,^ott  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

(Th^  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
que^ of  Mr.  Barry)  and  to  include  ex- 
tr^eous  matter: ) 


Mr.  Derwinski  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Westland  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  WiDNALL  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  Younger. 

Mr.  Pelly  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Gavin  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Wilson  of  California  in  three  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Lipscomb  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Fulton  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Bow  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Prelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Mathias  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Younger  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Barry)  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  ex¬ 
ceeds  two  pages  of  the  Record  and  is 
estimated  by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost 
$240. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia)  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter : ) 

Mrs.  Riley. 

Mr.  Morris  K.  Udall. 

^Mr.  Rodino  in  three  instances. 

Ir.  Gallagher  in  two  instances. 
Rooney. 

Mi\Blatnik  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  ^ORRis. 

Mr.  DIslaney. 

Mr.  Kaoten MEIER  in  three  instances. 
Mr.  Stra\ton  in  two  instances^ 


ENROLLI 


BILLS  SIGNED 


Mr.  BURLESO^  from  Committee 
on  House  Adminisn:ationy4eported  that 
that  committee  had  ^annned  and  foimd 
truly  enrolled  bills  or^e  House  of  the 
following  titles,  whipnNjvere  thereupon 
signed  by  the  Speal^: 

H.R.  6682.  An  act/to  provide  for  the  ex¬ 
emption  of  fowliiig  nets  from^^uty,  and  for 
other  purposes:  and 

H.R.  12180.  ^  act  to  extend  foKa  tempo¬ 
rary  period  t^  existing  provisions  of  law  re¬ 
lating  to  the  free  importation  of  ^rsonal 
and  hous^old  effects  brought  Intb  the 
United  S)?ates  under  Government  orders^nd 
for  oth^ purposes. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 
The  SPEAKER  announced  his  signa¬ 
ture  to  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tions  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
titles: 

S.  699.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  incorporate  the  Hungarian  Re¬ 
formed  Federation  of  America,"  approved 
March  2,  1907,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  3120.  An  act  to  amend  section  6  of  the 
act  of  May  29,  1884; 

S.  3152.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  nutri¬ 
tional  enrichment  and  sanitary  packaging 
of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  cer¬ 
tain  Federal  programs,  including  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program; 

S.  3156.  An  act  to  amend  section  142  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  with  regard  to 
furnishing  court  quarters  and  accommoda¬ 
tions  at  places  where  regular  terms  of  court 
are  authorized  to  be  held,  and  for  other 
purposes: 

S.  3396.  An  act  to  amend  section  511(h)  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  as  amended, 
in  order  to  extend  the  time  for  commitment 
of  construction  reserve  funds; 

S.  3431.  An  act  to  consent  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Com¬ 
pact  and  to  the  participation  of  certain  ad¬ 


ditional  States  in  such  compact  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  of  such  amendment; 

S.J.  Res.  211.  Joint  resolution  providir 
for  the  establishment  of  an  annual  Natlos&l 
School  Lunch  Week;  and 
S.J.  Res.  228.  Joint  resolution  authgirtzing 
the  issuance  of  gold  medal  to  Generajf^f  the 
Army  Douglas  MacArthur. 


THE  MISSISSIPPI  CRISIS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tea(pore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  Hodse,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Ryan]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  5  minut^. 

(Mr.  RYAN  of  NeVxork  asked  and  was 
given  permission  yCo  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RYAN  of^ew  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  to  commend  the  President  for  his 
courageous  leadership  in  the  Mississippi 
crisis.  TM  Chief  Executive  acted  with 
patienceyand  wisdom. 

All  <^us,  the  citizens  of  every  State  of 
the  I^ion,  including  Mississippi,  owe  a 
deetydebt  to  the  President  and  his  admin- 
is^tion  for  upholding  the  sanctity  of 
^e  law.  As  the  President  so  ably 
lointed  out: 

H  this  country  should  ever  reach  the 
point  where  any  man  or  group  of  men,  by 
force,  or  threat  of  force,  could  long  defy  the 
commands  of  our  covu-ts  and  Constitution, 
then  no  law  would  stand  free  from  doubt,  no 
Judge  would  be  sure  of  his  writ,  and  no  citi¬ 
zen  would  be  safe  from  his  neighbors. 

It  should  be  carefully  pointed  out  that 
both  the  President  and  the  Attorney 
General  used  the  Federal  marshals  and 
Federal  troops  as  a  last  resort.  The  At¬ 
torney  General  talked  with  the  Governor 
of  Mississippi  to  try  to  persuade  him  to 
withdraw  from  his  invalid  position  of 
opposition  to  the  Federal  courts.  His  ef¬ 
forts  were  met  with  incredible  stubborn¬ 
ness  and  reckless  disregard  for  the  na¬ 
tional  welfare. 

The  President  was  equally  patient.  He 
watched  with  a  calm  eye  the  futile  ef¬ 
forts  of  his  chief  law-enforcement  ofla- 
cer  to  persuade  a  Governor  to  obey  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  Finally,  after 
there  was  no  other  way  to  uphold  the 
slaw  and  the  Constitution,  the  President 
rdered  the  Federal  marshals  to  see  that 
the  law  was  obeyed. 

jder  the  intelligent  leadership  of 
i  McShane,  Chief  U.S.  Marshal,  the 
marshals  acted  with  restraint  and  dis¬ 
cretion  Nvhich  redounds  to  their  ever¬ 
lasting  cr^it.  Their  orders  were  not  to 
fire  into  any  crowd  which  might  gather. 
In  spite  of  vmbelievable  pressure,  con¬ 
sisting  of  a  haling  mob  throwing  rocks, 
sticks,  metal,  aW  any  object  which  was 
available,  not  a  itogle  marshal  violated 
his  orders.  Whenvthere  was  an  obvious 
and  impending  thr^t  to  lives,  the  mar¬ 
shals  dispelled  the  ctowd  with  the  use 
of  tear  gas.  There  li^e  been  reckless 
charges  made  concerniW  the  conduct 
of  these  brave  and  dedi^ted  men.  I 
fear  that  such  charges  aris^rom  bigoti-y 
and  self-interest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  country  haksurvived 
a  great  crisis,  the  greatest  te^of  our 
Federal  system  since  the  Civil  W^.  We 
were  fortunate  that  in  this  crisl 
President,  the  Attorney  General,  and\he 

Federal  marshals  exhibited  great  _ , 

ership  in  upholding  the  cause  of  libertj 
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lii^WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 

the  geMeman  yield? 

Mr.  RYAN  of  New  York, 
yield  at  tl^time. 


I  do  not 


AI^i^OURNMENT 

Mr  WAGGOlWrER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
m^e  the  point  ofNPrder  that  a  quorum 

HARDING.  Mi^^Speaker,  I  move 

that  the  Plouse  do  now>d^}>'^>’”-  , 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  accord¬ 
ingly  (at  6  o’clock  and  47  ih^inutes  p.m.) , 
under  its  previous  order,  thh  House  ad¬ 
journed  until  tomorrow,  Wednesday, 
October  3,  1962,  at  11  o’clock  km. 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIO: 

ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  executiv 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  follows: 

2600.  A  letter  from  the  Administrative  As¬ 

sistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  transmitting 
the  receipts  and  expenditures  of  the  Depar- 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  connection  with  the 
administration  of  section  15  of  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  1962;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  ^ 

2601.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  a  report  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  by  Federal  departments  and  establish¬ 
ments  in  connection  with  the  bonding  of 
officers  and  employees  under  the  provisions 
of  6  U.S.C.  14  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June 
30,  1962;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

2602.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator, 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra¬ 
tion,  transmitting  a  report  to  the  Committee 
on  Science  and  Astronautics  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the 
act  of  July  21,  1961  (75  Stat.  216,  217),  and 
submitted  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  purusuant  to  rule  XL  of  the 
rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives;  to  the 
Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics. 

2603.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator, 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra¬ 
tion,  transmitting  a  report  to  the  Committee 
on  Science  and  Astronautics  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  pursuant  to  setcion  1(c)  o: 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admi: 
istratlon  Authorization  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  1963  (76  Stat.  382),  and  submitt^  to 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represei^tives 
pursuant  to  rule  XL  of  the  Rule^ of  the 
House  of  Representatives;  to  the  Committee 
on  Science  and  Astronautics 

2604.  A  letter  from  the  Sec^tary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  worn  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  oMhe  Army,  dated 
August  16,  1962,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  accompany^g  papers  and  an 
illustration,  on  an  intern  hurricane  survey 
of  the  Eastern  Shore^  Virginia,  authorized 
by  Public  Law  71,  ^th  Congress,  approved 
June  15,  1955  (1^  Doc.  No.  599);  to  the 
Committee  on  ^(Dlic  Works  and  ordered  to 
be  printed  witlnpne  illustration. 

2605.  A  le^r  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transfnlttlng  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Englne^s,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
August  re,  1962,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether /With  accompanying  papers  and  illus- 
tratlc^s,  on  an  interim  hurricane  survey  of 
FaMeld,  Conn.,  authorized  by  Public  Law 


71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 
It  is  also  in  final  response  to  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  approved  September  3,  1954  (H.  Doc. 
No.  600);  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  two  illustra¬ 
tions. 

2606.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
July  25,  1962,  submitting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations 
on  a  review  of  the  reports  on  the  Wynoochee 
River,  Wash.,  requested  by  a  resolution  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  July  29,  1954  (H. 
Doc.  No.  601);  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  illus¬ 
trations. 

2607.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
August  8,  1962,  submitting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  a  cooperative'  beach  erosion  control  study 
of  the  shore  from  San  Gabriel  River  to  New- 

s^port  Bay,  Orange  County,  Calif.,  Appendix 
phase  II,  authorized  by  the  River  and 
rbor  Act  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
appwved  July  3,  1930,  and  a  survey  of  Ana- 
heiimv^ay,  Calif.,  authorized  by  the  Rivej; 
and  H^bor  Act  of  July  3,  1958  (H. 

No.  602  \  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Wpfks 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  illustra^ons. 


Mr.  COLMER:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  823.  Resolution  for  consideration 
of  H.R.  13273,  a  bill  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  cer¬ 
tain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  fiood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  2515). 

Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. _ 

Mr.  MILLS:  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  H.R.  12109.  A  bill  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  permit  certain  natural 
grasses  and  other  natural  materials  to  be 
imported  free  of  duty;  with  amendment 


(Rept.  No.  2516).  Referred  to  the  Commit 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
Union. 

Mr.  POWELL:  Committee  on  Educjftion 
and  Labor.  H.R.  13204.  A  bill  to  iunend 
the  National  Defense  Education  Act/of  1958 
to  raise  the  limit  on  Federal  paynients  into 
student  loan  funds,  to  broaden  tae  types  of 
equipment  which  may  be  acqui^d  with  Fed¬ 
eral  grants  and  loans  under  Uae  III  thereof, 
and  for  other  purposes;  ■With  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  2517) .  Referred/to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  opr  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

Mr.  MILLS:  Cormiilttee  of  conference. 
H.R.  11970.  A  promote  the  general 

welfare,  foreign  j^icy,  and  security  of  the 
United  States  though  international  trade 
agreements  an^ through  adjustment  assist¬ 
ance  to  dome^ic  Industry,  agriculture,  and 
labor,  and ylor  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
2518) .  Omered  to  be  printed. 


REPORTS  OB^^COMMITTEES  0N  PUB¬ 
LIC  BILLS^ND  RESOLimONS 

Under  clause  2\f  rule  Xjn,  reports  of 
committees  were  ^iver^  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  ref^eu<3e  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  MORRISON :  Conimfktee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service.  BlM.  953i\a  bill  to  amend 
the  law  relating  to ^ay  for  postel  employees: 
with  amendment  IRept.  No.  25oSQ  .  Referred 
to  the  Committeeof  the  Whole  HSaise  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jerse;k  Joint 
Committee/  on  Disposition  of  Ej^utlve 
Papers.  House  Report  No.  2510.  Rep<m  on 
the  dlspwitlon  of  certain  papers  of  sui^ry 
execute  departments.  Ordered  to 
prinj/d. 

POWELL:  Committee  of  conference. 
1. 11665.  A  felll  to  revise  the  formula  for 
(Apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among 
'the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  2512) . 
Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  MACK:  Committee  on  conference, 
H.R.  7283.  A  bill  to  amend  the  War  Claims 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  to  provide  compen¬ 
sation  for  certain  World  War  II  losses  (Rept. 
No.  2513) .  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  WHITTEN :  Committee  of  conference. 
H.R.  12648.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  2514) . 
Ordered  to  be  nrinterl 


REP0RTS  OP  COMMITTEES  ON  PRI- 
i.'TE  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

'Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
^committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee:  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  S.  1563.  An  act  to  authorize 
the  conveyance  of  certain  lands  within  the 
Clark  Hill  Reservoir,  Savannah  River,  Ga.- 
S.C.,  to  the  Georgia-Carollna  Council,  Inc., 
Boys  Scouts  of  America,  for  recreation  and 
camping  purposes;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  2511) .  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows; 

By  Mr.  HALEY: 

H.R.  13302.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  15  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  revise  the 
pension  program  for  World  War  I,  World 
War  II,  and  Korean  conflict  veterans,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Vet¬ 
erans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.LIBONATT: 

H.R.  13303.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  15  of 
tll>(e  38,  United  States  Code,  to  revise  the 
pension  program  for  World  War  I,  World 
and  Korean  conflict  veterans,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veteran^Affairs. 

McFALL: 

H.R.  13304y  A  bUl  to  amend  section  2304 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
that  military  procurement  of  fluid  milk  from 
distributors  shall  be  under  such  conditions 
as  to  insure  that  xialry  farmers  will  receive 
not  less  than  minimum  prices  established 
under  State  law;  to  t^  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

By  Mr.  GOHZALEZ\ 

H.R.  13305.  A  bill  to  as^t  the  States  in 
carrying  out  on  a  continuingsbasis  in-service 
training  program  for  State  anXjocal  govern¬ 
ment  officials  and  employees  wrUi  a  view  to 
increasing  efficiency  and  econoiny  in  the 
operation  of  State  and  local  governments, 
including  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  territorial 
possessions  of  the  United  States, 
couraging  the  highest  standards  of 
ance  in  the  transaction  of  the  public  busf 
ness;  to  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  Sen,  Miller  criticiz^  farm  program. \  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  dairy  do¬ 
nation  program.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  article  on  dOTgers  in  use  of  pesticides.  Se¬ 
nate  passed  bill  for  holding  W^ld  Food  Congress,  ^n.  Burdick  commended  trans¬ 
portation  industry  in  movingy^ain  crop.  Sen.  HumphjSey  expressed  regret  over  fail¬ 
ure  to  pass  Youth  Conservati^  Corps  bill.  Sen.  MorsXdefended  location  of  forest 
\fire  research  laboratories/  Senate  passed  State-JusticVrCommerce  appropriation 
/bill.  House  committee  re^rted  wilderness  bill.  House  passed  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  House  coitoittee  reported  bill  for  holding Njorld  Food  Congress.  Both 
Houses  received  and  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  pl^y  bill. 

HOUSE 

1.  WILDERNESS,  Th^Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H,  R.  776,  establish  a  national  wilderness  preservation  sys^m  for  the  per¬ 
manent  goodrof  the  whole  people  (H.  Rept.  2521).  p.  20787 

2.  FOOD  CONGRESS.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amencfli^nt  H.  R. 

,  ‘13307 y/authorizing  an  appropriation  to  enable  the  U.  S.  to  extend  an>invitation 

to  tj^  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization  of  the  U.  N.  to  hold  a  World ^od 
Con/ress  in  the  U.  S.  in  1963  (H.  Rept.  2524).  p.  20787 


3.  l^jZfi^OPOLIES.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideratioi 
H,  J.  Res.  636,  the  proposed  quality  Stabilization  Act.  pp.  20655,  20787 


.of 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Began  debate  on  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  10708,  to  amend 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936  so  as  to  authorize  REA  to  finance  com¬ 
munication  facilities  for  the  transmission  of  sounds,  signals,  pictures. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


2  - 


writing,  or  signs  as  well  as  voice,  p.  20728  A 

Received  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission  a  copy  of  a  publication,  '’Typi<^  | 

Electric  Bills,  1962,”  p,  20787 


)REIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  this  bj4li 
R.  13175.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  pp.  20654-r 


SUPlis^NTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Passed  with  amendment  this  H.  R. 

13290  %pp.  20656-81).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  appropriating  $250,0^  for  ARS 
for  pla\t  and  animal  disease  and  peet  control  (pp.  20667-70).  As/xeported  this 
bill  incudes  $500,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  an^$3,850,000 
for  the  revolving  fund  for  the  Virgin  Islands  Corporation. 


MINERALS.  Bothi  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  semi^jmual  report  of  the 
Office  of  Mine^ls  Exploration,  pp.  20681,  20789 


— 1 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  13273,  the  public  works  authorization 
bill.  pp.  20681-719 


TRADE  FAIRS,  Conferee sN^ere  appointed  on  S.  3389,  promote  the  foreign  com¬ 
merce  of  the  U.  S,  throu^  the  use  of  mobile  trajle  fairs.  Senate  conferees 
have  already  been  appoint^,  p.  20686 


ROADS.  Received  from  GAO  a  rioort  on  a  revi^  of  selected  activities  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  iirsidaho.  p.  70787 


LEGISLATIVE  ORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Ha^ern ytged  agreement  to  a  resolution  creat¬ 
ing  a  Joint  Committee  on  the  OrganN^^on  of  the  Congress,  p.  20786 


LEGISLATIVE  RECORD.  Several  Repres^tal^ives  inserted  statements  on  the  legis¬ 
lative  accomplishments  of  the  2n<^^es8i%^  of  the  87th  Congress,  pp.  20774-81, 
20781-3. 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  t>e  following  legislative  program 
for  Thurs.:  H,  R,  3985,  im|(ort  duty  on  certarn  bread;  H,  R,  12109,  duty-free 
entry  of  certain  grasses;^.  R.  5260,  processing  tax  on  coconut  oil;  H,  R, 

5700,  contract  carriers ^xonference  report  on  11970,  proposed  Trade 

Expansion  Act  of  1962;^onference  report  on  H.  R.  ^648,  the  agricultural  appro 
prlation  bill;  confenimce  report  on  H.  R.  7927,  the  i^y  bill;  conference  re¬ 
port  on  S,  1552,  th^drug  bill;  S.  1123,  to  extend  ce^^in  child  labor  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  i&yc  Labor  Standards  Act  to  children  emp^yed  in  agriculture; 
and  the  conferenye  report  on  H.  R.  11665,  the  school  lui^  fund  apportionment 
bill.  p.  2075f 


SENATE 


14. 


PERSONNELy^  Both  Houses  received  and  the  Senate  agreed  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on/^,  R,  7927,  the  Federal  pay  and  postal  rate  increase  billVH.  Kept. 
2525)  (^p.  20732-55,  20787,  20855-7).  See  Digest  174  for  items  of  Interest 
e  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  345^  to 
authorize  the  appointment  of  one  additional  Assistant  Secretary  of  Stw 
Rept.  2272).  p.  20790 

Received  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal^ 
Expenditures  the  report  on  Federal  employment  and  pay  for  August  1962.  pp. 
20790-3 


15,  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen,  Miller  referred  to  Sen.  Humphrey's  recent  criticism  of 
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may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
sxtend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
jissed. 

le  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
it  i^*^  ordered. 

Th^e  was  no  objection. 

generA,  leave  to  extend  re¬ 
marks 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  cor^ent  that  all  Members 
may  have  3  legi^tive  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  renWks  concerning  our 
beloved  Speaker  aKthat  point  in  the 
Record  following  tnK.  remarks  of  Mr. 
Fogarty. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

EIGHTH  SEMIANNUAL  REPORT  OP 
THE  OFFICE  OP  MINERALS^  EX¬ 
PLORATION— MESSAGE  FROM'niE 
PRESIDENT  OP  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  which  was 
read,  and  together  with  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  the  Eighth  Semi¬ 
annual  Report  of  the  OflBce  of  Minerals 
Exploration  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  as  prescribed  by  section  5  of  the 
act  of  August  21,  1958,  entitled  “To  pro¬ 
vide  a  program  for  the  discovery  of  the 
mineral  reserves  of  the  United  States,  its 
Territories  and  possessions  by  encourag¬ 
ing  exploration  for  minerals,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

John  F.  Kennedy. 
The  White  House,  October  3,  1962. 
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RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL  PROJECTS 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  I  call  up 
the  resolution  (H.  Res.  823)  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  Itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  13273) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill, 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  flve- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pas¬ 
sage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 


The  SPEAICER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  usual  30  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  [Mrs.  St.  George],  and 
pending  that  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  823  provides  for  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.R.  13273,  a  bill  authorizing  the 
constiTiction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes.  The  resolution  pro¬ 
vides  an  open  rule  with  2  hours  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate. 

H.R.  13273  is  similar  to  the  omnibus 
river  and  harbor  and  flood  control  bills 
of  1960  and  preceding  years,  which  have 
been  considered  at  intervals  of  2  to  4 
years. 

The  purposes  of  the  bill  are  to  author¬ 
ize  construction  of  certain  projects  for 
navigation,  beach  erosion  control,  flood 
control,  and  other  purposes,  on  which 
favorable  recommendations  have  been 
made  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  author¬ 
ize  an  increase  in  the  monetary  author¬ 
ization  for  one  comprehensive  river  basin 
plan  previously  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
gress;  authorize  surveys  of  problems  on 
streams  and  at  other  localities,  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers; 
provide  for  reimbursement  to  local  in¬ 
terests  for  work  done  on  authorized 
beach  erosion  control  projects,  and  other 
matters. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  covers  river  and  har¬ 
bor  works.  Including  navigation  and 
beach  erosion  control  projects  and  mat¬ 
ters  related  thereto.  Title  II  covers  flood 
control  works,  hurricane  protection 
works,  multiple-purpose  works  including 
and  related  to  flood  control  and  hurri¬ 
cane  protection,  and  matters  related 
thereto. 

The  total  cost  of  the  bill  is  estimated 
to  be  $2,307,719,300. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  823. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  823 
makes  in  order  consideration  of  H.R. 
13273  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill,  as  it  comes  be¬ 
fore  us,  contains  167  projects.  The  price 
tag  on  them  is  $2,300  million.  There  is 
no  one  on  the  floor  practically  listening 
to  the  bill,  because  presumably  the  297 
Members  who  already  have  projects  in 
the  bill  are  very  well  satisfied  with  its 
contents. 

I  am  not  going  to  criticize  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  I  have  not  had  enough  time  to 
study  or  examine  it,  nor  has  anyone  else, 
I  might  add. 

Yesterday  morning  your  Committee  on 
Rules  met  at  10:30  to  consider  this  bill. 
When  we  arrived  in  committee  we  were 
informed  that  the  bill  had  not  yet  been 


brought  up  from  the  Printer,  nor  had 
the  report.  We  recessed  until  11:15  yes¬ 
terday  morning,  when  the  bill  was  Anally 
brought  to  our  attention  for  considera¬ 
tion.  It  is  very  obvious  it  was  consid¬ 
ered  in  an  extremely  cursory  manner, 
and  for  that  reason  it  would  be  impos¬ 
sible  to  either  criticize  or  endorse  in 
an  intelligent  manner. 

This  bill  differentiates  from  the  Senate 
bill,  in  that  it  is  just  about  half  the 
amount;  therefore  we  like  to  believe  it  is 
preferable  to  the  Senate  bill.  I  would 
like  to  point  out,  however,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  in  the  minority  report  attention  is 
called  to  the  fact  that  there  are  4  proj¬ 
ects  out  of  the  167  that  are  not  even 
budgeted.  I  believe  amendments  are  to 
be  offered  on  the  floor  to  strike  these 
four  projects  from  the  bill,  and  it  is  my 
hope,  at  least,  and  I  think  the  hope  of 
some  others,  that  that  will  be  done.  Out 
of  167  projects  to  only  strike  out  4,  for 
the  very  obvious  reason  they  have  not 
been  budgeted  and  have  not  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
should  be  sufficient  reason  to  strike  these 
projects  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  say  at  the  outset  that,  of  course, 
this  is  a  very  important  matter  and 
should  have  the  attention  of  all  Mem¬ 
bers. 

The  gentlewoman  has  referred  to  cer¬ 
tain  items  that  are  in  the  bill.  I  would 
like  to  say  at  this  point  that  for  better 
than  25  years  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Indiana,  their  elected  officials.  Gover¬ 
nors,  Democrats,  and  Republicans,  down 
to  now,  when  we  have  a  Democratic 
Governor,  have  been  striving  for  a  pub¬ 
lic  deep  water  port  on  Lake  Michigan 
on  Indiana  shores. 

We  have  had  a  favorable  report  from 
the  Ai-my  engineers.  We  have  been  years 
and  years  achieving  that.  The  Army 
engineers  have  reported  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  that  the  project  is  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible.  I  have  every  reason 
to  believe  that  all  of  the  people  in  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government 
recognize  that  this  project  is  economi¬ 
cally  feasible. 

But  for  some  reason  or  other,  I  think 
probably  I  know  what  the  reasons  are, 
although  probably  I  cannot  talk  about 
them  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  but 
for  reasons  that  I  do  not  think  are  well 
founded,  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  along  with  the  transmis¬ 
sion  to  the  Congress  of  the  favorable  re¬ 
port  of  the  Army  engineers,  after  all  of 
the  procedures  have  been  gone  through 
has  not  been  forthcoming. 

Now,  could  I  just  say  further,  with 
the  gentlewoman’s  indulgence,  in  all  my 
time  here  I  have  sought  to  abide  by  the 
rules  governing  consideration  of  mat¬ 
ters  such  as  these.  I  do  not  know  yet 
what  we  from  the  State  of  Indiana,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  political  affiliation,  ought 
to  do  today  about  getting  our  project  ad¬ 
vanced. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
that  I  have  mentioned  four  projects. 
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Mr.  HALLECK.  I  understand. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Not  one  of  these 
projects  is  located  in  the  State  of  In¬ 
diana.  I  would  like  to  also  ask  toe 
gentleman  if  his  project  is  in  the  bill 

about  which  he  is  talking? 

Mr  HALLECK.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  yield  further,  it  has  been  introduced 
in  bills  by  Members  of  the  Indiana  dele¬ 
gation  here  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  It  is  not  included  in  this  bill.  It 
should  be  included  in  this  bill. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  That  may  well  be, 
and  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  offer  such 


an  amendment. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  If  the  gentlewoman 
will  yield  further,  may  I  just  say  this: 
As  distinguished  from  some  projects  that 
are  presently  in  the  bill,  our  harbor  has 
been  approved  by  the  Army  Engineers, 
declared  economically  feasible,  and  again 
may  I  say  for  reasons  completely  outside 
my  control  or  apparently  outside  the  con¬ 
trol  of  anyone  from  my  great  State, 
Democrat  or  Republican,  the  approval 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  not 
been  forthcoming  since  last  June.  It 
should  have  been  here.  The  project 
should  have  been  included  in  this  bill. 

Now,  as  I  said,  I  have  always  tried  to 
follow  the  rules  of  procedure  here.  But 
if  there  ever  was  a  project  justified,  this 
is  it.  When  I  first  came  to  Congress,  the 
Governor  of  my  State  was  Paul  V. 
McNutt.  I  appeared  with  him  to  testify 
in  favor  of  this  project.  Already  there 
is  one  steel  mill  located  in  this  area. 
There  will  be  others.  What  we  need  in 
Indiana  is  a  public  port,  with  the  land 
available  to  provide  for  a  diversified  in¬ 
dustrial  complex,  not  just  one  kind  of 
production,  but  all  kinds  of  production. 

We  have  too  long  been  foreclosed. 
Possibly  we  are  foreclosed  now.  But  I 
want  it  clearly  understood  that  it  is 
through  no  fault  of  mine.  In  my  28 
years  here  I  do  not  think  I  have  ever 
asked  for  a  single  thing  for  my  own  dis¬ 
trict  which  I  could  not  demonstrate  was 
completely  justified.  Seldom  have  I 
asked  for  a  single  thing  for  my  district, 
but  I  must  cay  that  the  failure  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  follow  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Army  Engineers, 
after  years  and  years  of  support,  is  in 
my  opinion  completely  without  under¬ 
standing,  except  as  I  said,  having  regard 
for  the  parliamentary  situation  that  sort 
of  hems  us  in  here  once  in  a  while,  some 
things  have  intervened  which  I  do  not 
believe  are  justified. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  merely  to  assure  my  leader  that,  of 
course,  I  was  not  in  any  way  referring  to 
his  project  as  one  in  the  bill.  The  four 
projects  that  I  mentioned  I  think  are 
definitely  open  to  criticism.  Of  course, 
the  House  in  due  time  can  work  its  will 
on  this.  On  the  other  hand,  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  has  brought 
out  something  that  I  wanted  to  touch 
upon  also.  The  great  mistake  of  bring¬ 
ing  up  a  bill  like  this  in  a  few  short  days 
and  expecting  to  have  the  House  vote  in¬ 
telligently  upon  it  is  just  impossible  and 
cannot  be  done. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 


Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 
like  to  comment  with  respect  to  the  re¬ 
marks  made  by  our  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Indiana  [Mr.  HalleckI  that 
I  certainly  sympathize  with  his  point  of 
view  and  with  the  frustration  which  fre¬ 
quently  grips  a  Member  of  this  House 
when  he  has  the  difficult  task  of  trying 
to  get  through  the  various  administra¬ 
tive  agencies  clearance  for  these  proj¬ 
ects.  It  is  my  understanding  that  we 
intend  in  this  committee  to  have  another 
omnibus  bill  next  year.  I  should  like 
to  pledge  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana, 
as  one  member  of  this  committee,  that 
this  project  having  been  in  the  mill  as 
long  as  it  has,  whether  or  not  it  get  fa¬ 
vorable  clearance  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  I  for  one  will  be  most  anxious 
to  help  and  support  him  in  any  way  I 
can  to  see  that  it  gets  a  fair  and  fully 
sympathetic  hearing  from  this  commit¬ 
tee  when  we  meet  to  hear  these  matters 
next  year. 

We  cannot  always  be  bound  and  in¬ 
hibited  by  the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  although  we  try 
as  best  we  can  to  do  so.  These  two  proj¬ 
ects  which  have  not  been  cleared  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  out  of  the  167  con¬ 
tained  in  this  present  bill  may  possibly 
be  in  the  same  category  as  the  one  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  gentleman  fi'om  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  further  to  me? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman. 
All  I  can  say  is  that  we  in  my  State, 
going  clear  back  to  the  time  when  Mr. 
Minton  was  a  Senator  from  Indiana  and 
before  he  was  a  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court;  Senator  Van  Nuys;  Governor  Mc¬ 
Nutt,  whom  I  mentioned  earlier;  Gov¬ 
ernor  Schricker,  who  was  twice  Governor 
of  Indiana:  Governor  Gates,  Governor 
Craig,  and  every  other  Governor  I  can 
think  of,  and  almost  without  exception 
our  whole  congressional  delegation  have 
been  tidying  for  all  the  years  I  have  been 
here — 28 — to  build  this  public  port.  We 
have  been  roadblocked  and  stymied  to 
the  point  where  some  of  us,  after  a  bit, 
are  going  to  start  telling  the  truth.  As 
I  say,  I  do  not  know  for-  sure  what  we 
can  do  about  it  today.  I  am  going  to 
watch  and  see  what  happens. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  to  me? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order 
that  the  situation  be  understood,  and 
that  we  are  not  misled  by  some  of  the 
suggestions  that  there  are  “only  four 
projects  in  controversy,”  I  think  it 
would  be  well  at  this  point  to  say  that 
the  value  of  the  projects  that  are  in 
controversy  is  $144  million.  Therefore, 
not  minimizing  the  fact  that  there  is 
moneywise  a  very  substantial  disagree¬ 
ment  with  regard  to  the  bill,  it  will  be 
the  objective  of  the  minority  when  the 
proper  time  comes  for  amendment,  to 
offer  amendments  to  try  to  get  a  clean 
bill  and  to  strike  out  the  $144  million 
worth  of  projects  in  this  $2.3  billion  bill, 
which  is  a  pretty  substantial  portion  of 
the  bill. 


Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say  secondly  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hal- 
LECKl  with  regard  to  his  project,  that  I 
know  of  no  controversy  concerning  it; 

I  know  of  no  reason  why  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  should  not  have  acted  on  it, 
because  we  certainly  were  flooded — and 
I  mean  flooded — with  approvals  by  the 
Bureau  of  toe  Budget  here  in  the  last 
10  or  12  days,  since  consideration  of  this 
bill  started.  The  flood  gates  have  been 
opened  for  Bureau  of  the  Budget  ap¬ 
proval  of  projects  of  all  kinds,  many  of 
which  have  not  been  waiting  nearly  as 
long  as  that  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana. 

I  know  of  no  reason,  no  legitimate 
reason,  why  that  project  should  not  have 
been  brought  before  our  committee  un¬ 
less,  perhaps,  the  gentleman  just  was 
not  on  the  right  list. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  may 
I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  am  very 
happy  for  his  contribution  and  for  his 
bringing  out  the  fact  that  these  four 
projects  total  $144  million,  which,  as  he 
has  well  said,  is  a  considerable  amount. 
I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  I  understand — 
and  maybe  at  this  very  hour — are  re¬ 
versing  their  stand  on  some  of  these 
projects.  Therefore,  when  I  say  that 
there  are  four  projects  that  were  dis¬ 
approved,  that  was  as  of  11:15  yesterday 
morning.  I  do  not  vouch  for  the  fact 
that  they  are  still  not  acceding  to  these 
demands.  In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker, 
while  we  are  not  quarreling  too  much — 
and  I  say  again  not  too  much — with  this 
bill,  we  must  quarrel  with  the  way  in 
which  it  h£is  been  handled  and  brought 
before  this  House. 

This  should  have  been  taken  up 
months  ago.  It  should  have  been  worked 
on  for  a  long  time.  There  are  some  of  the 
projects  where  the  opponents  of  the 
project  were  never  even  heard  in  the 
various  committees.  That  was  testified 
to  before  the  Rules  Committee. 

For  all  these  reasons  I  trust  that  in 
the  next  Congress,  the  88th  Congress, 
we  will  start  working  a  little  before  the 
end  of  June  and  try  to  study  some  of 
these  matters  that  deserve  a  great  deal 
of  study  and  a  great  deal  of  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  toe 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Alger]  . 

(Mr.  ALGER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  out  of  order.) 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  over¬ 
riding  importance  of  what  I  have  to  say 
here  today,  the  equal  protection  of  the 
law,  and  I  measure  every  word,  is  the 
only  reason  I  would  intrude  on  this 
debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  moment  in 
Springfield,  Mo.,  a  citizen  of  these  United 
States  is  being  held  in  prison  by  the 
Government  and  from  all  the  facts  I 
have  been  able  to  gather,  I  am  deeply 
concerned  that  his  constitutional  rights 
are  being  tragically  violated.  Maj.  Gen. 
Edwin  Walker  is  a  resident  of  the  Fifth 
District  of  Texas  and  I  am  his  voice  in 
Congress.  This  morning  I  received  a 
telephone  call  from  General  Walker’s 
mother,  appealing  to  me  to  protect  her 
son  from  what  appears  to  be  a  deliberate 
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conspiracy  to  deprive  him  of  his  liberty. 
As  a  responsible  Member  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  I  cannot,  indeed  it 
would  be  a  violation  of  my  oath,  to  re¬ 
fuse  to  heed  such  an  appeal — an  appeal 
from  his  mother. 

As  I  stated  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
yesterday  and  as  I  made  clear  to  the 
Attorney  General  in  a  telephone  conver¬ 
sation  with  him  yesterday  morning,  it 
is  not  my  purpose  to  judge  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  General  Walker  concern¬ 
ing  the  charge  made  against  him.  It  is 
my  bounden  duty  as  a  Representative  of 
the  people  to  see  that  General  Walker 
has  the  same  protection  of  the  law  and 
the  same  guarantees  of  his  constitu¬ 
tional  rights  as  the  Government  is  giv¬ 
ing  to  James  Meredith,  using  every 
somce  at  its  command  to  do  so. 

Since  talking  with  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  yesterday  morning  and  since  my 
telephone  conversation  with  the  mother 
of  General  Walker,  I  have  been  given  a 
complete  chronology  of  the  arrest,  ar¬ 
raignment,  imprisonment,  and  finally  the 
ordering  of  a  mental  test  for  General 
Walker.  This  record  makes  it  painfully 
clear  that  in  the  unparalleled  treatment 
of  General  Walker  the  Government  has 
violated  two  of  his  constitutional  rights. 
No.  1,  the  right  to  be  admitted  to  bail. 
No.  2,  the  right  to  have  legal  represen¬ 
tation  at  every  stage  of  the  proceeding. 
He  did  not  have  legal  representation  in 
the  court  when  the  commitment  order 
was  issued  by  a  judge  in  Mississippi 
while  General  Walker  was  being  held  in 
a  cell  in  Springfield,  Mo.,  having  been 
sent  there  the  day  previous  to  the  order 
which  committed  him  there. 

In  order  that  every  Member  of  this 
body  have  the  benefit  of  the  complete 
record,  I  would  like  to  summarize  the 
course  of  events  as  they  have  been  given 
to  me  by  General  Walker’s  attorney 
within  the  past  few  hours. 

General  Walker  was  arrested  around 
noon  on  Monday,  October  1.  His  hear¬ 
ing  was  held  at  about  2  p.m.  He  was 
taken  from  Mississippi  about  4  p.m.  to 
be  incarcerated  at  a  Federal  Prison  re¬ 
served  for  psychiatric  and  mental  prison¬ 
ers  where  he  aiTived  at  6:55  p.m. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  my  remarks  on  the 
floor  yesterday  evening,  the  Attorney 
General  assured  me  at  about  10:30  yes¬ 
terday  morning,  October  2,  that  General 
Walker  was  being  treated  as  any  other 
person  accused  of  a  law  violation,  that 
he  was  not  removed  to  Springfield  be¬ 
cause  it  was  a  mental  institution,  that 
he  could  not  be  subjected  to  mental  tests 
without  a  court  order,  and  that  he  would 
be  released  on  bond  as  soon  as  such  bond 
was  made  available. 

At  5:44  p.m.  yesterday  the  news  ticker 
carried  a  report  that  a  Mississippi  judge 
had  issued  a  court  order  after  a  hearing 
held  in  Mississippi  at  2  p.m.  approxi¬ 
mately  that  afternoon,  ordering  psychi- 
actric  tests  for  General  Walker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  dare  not  allow  our 
Government  to  ride  roughshod  over  the 
constitutional  rights  of  General  Walker 
because  if  it  is  permitted  to  do  so,  then 
the  freedom  of  every  citizen  of  this  land 
is  in  jeopardy  and,  indeed,  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  will  have  been  betrayed. 


General  Walker’s  attorney  advised  me 
further  that  it  was  not  possible  to  make 
the  bond  for  him  in  Mississippi  because 
he  was  shipped  out  before  bond  could 
be  arranged  and  a  man  was  there  with 
the  money.  All  day  yesterday  and  up 
until  this  very  moment,  they  have  been 
endeavoring  to  make  bond  and  have  not 
been  permitted  to  do  so. 

There  are  very  sinister  overtones  to 
this  whole  preceding  and  it  is  my  opinion 
that  Congress  must  take  some  action  to 
clear  up  the  implications.  In  the  haste 
with  which  the  administration  in¬ 
carcerated  General  Walker  and  seem¬ 
ingly  denied  him  his  constitutional 
rights,  it  has  willfully  and  illegally  denied 
him  full  protection  of  the  law  through 
manipulation  of  the  law  or  it  has  acted 
in  collusion  with  the  courts.  In  either 
case  General  Walker  has  been  denied 
equal  protection  under  the  law  and  this 
we  dare  not  ignore. 

I  have  purposely  refrained  from  com¬ 
menting  on  the  situation  in  Mississippi 
which  resulted  in  the  arrest  of  General 
Walker  because,  as  I  stated  yesterday, 
while  I  have  never  agreed  with  the  1954 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  it  is  my 
contention  that  the  decision  must  be 
changed  in  the  Halls  of  Congress  and 
not  on  the  campus  of  the  University  of 
Mississippi.  As  an  ofiScer  of  the  Federal 
Government,  elected  by  the  people  of  the 
Fifth  District  of  Texas,  General  Walker’s 
district,  I  feel  that  I  am  bound  by  my 
oath  of  office  to  protect  the  people  in 
their  constitutional  rights  and  I  know 
every  other  Member  intends  the  same 
protection  to  all  citizens,  and  to  uphold 
the  laws  of  the  land  and  the  legal  pro¬ 
cedures  of  our  courts  even  when  I  am  in 
disagreement.  But  now  I  must  com¬ 
ment  because  as  in  the  case  of  General 
Walker,  it  appears  the  Government  is 
going  far  beyond  its  constitutional 
authority  in  imposing  its  will  upon  the 
State  of  Mississippi  and  its  people.  It 
has  been  reported  by  news  media,  I  sup¬ 
pose  this  is  accurate  and  it  is  the  only 
information  I  have,  that  U.S.  marshals 
are  preventing  students  of  the  University 
of  Mississippi  from  leaving  classes  at¬ 
tended  by  James  Meredith  when  they 
desire  so  to  do.  It  is  one  thing  to  guar¬ 
antee  James  Meredith  the  right  to  attend 
classes.  It  is  quite  another,  and  wholly 
without  any  constitutional  authority  for 
Federal  olBcers  to  force  other  students 
to  attend  classes  which  they  may  wish  to 
leave  for  any  reason  whatsoever. 

The  press  reports  further  that  U.S. 
marshals — and  I  have  this  morning’s 
newspaper  column  to  back  this  up,  and 
that  is  all  I  know  about  it,  in  case  that 
column  is  inaccurate,  and  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces  are  searching  cars 
without  warrants.  In  the  absence  of 
warrants  or  in  the  absence  of  a  declara¬ 
tion  of  martial  law,  such  action  is  com¬ 
pletely  in  violation  of  fourth  amendment 
of  the  Constitution,  as  I  understand  it 
and  I  am  not  an  attorney,  I  am  freely 
admitting  this,  which  states: 

The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in 
their  persons,  houses,  papvers,  and  effects, 
against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures, 
shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall 
issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
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by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  de¬ 
scribing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the 
persons  or  things  to  be  seized. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  appeal  to  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body  and  to  every  responsible 
official  of  this  Government,  let  us  use 
every  means  to  return  the  situation  we 
now  face  to  one  of  reason  governed  by 
law  and  the  Constitution.  To  do  less, 
to  continue  to  violate  the  rights  imder 
law  of  General  Walker  and  to  promul¬ 
gate  the  questionable  acts  of  unconstitu¬ 
tionality  now  going  on  in  Mississippi 
shakes  the  very  foundations  of  this  Re¬ 
public  and  it  could  come  crashing  down 
in  the  midst  of  such  fury  that  the  free¬ 
dom  of  mankind  will  be  destroyed  for- 
evei’more. 

I  now  ask  that  every  means  at  the 
disposal  of  Congress  be  brought  to  bear 
to  stop  any  further  illegal  acts  against 
General  Walker  so  that  he  may  be 
brought  speedily  to  trial  with  proper 
legal  representation  and  under  the  full 
protection  of  all  om*  legal  procedures, 
not  the  least  of  which  is  his  being  able 
to  prepare  his  own  case  for  presenta¬ 
tion,  which  is  now  being  denied  him, 
according  to  his  attorneys. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALGER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  gentleman  if  he  has 
any  information  as  to  what  General 
Walker  was  doing  on  the  campus  of  the 
University  of  Mississippi  at  Oxford, 
Miss.,  last  Sunday  night? 

Mr.  ALGER.  I  do  not  have,  except 
newspaper  accounts,  and  neither  has 
General  Walker  been  able  to  answer  that 
in  his  own  defense  before  being  com¬ 
mitted. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  time 
of  the  gentleman  has  expii’ed. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  adden¬ 
da  to  my  remarks,  I  would  like  to  in¬ 
clude  four  exhibits.  First,  section  18  U.S. 
4244: 

Section  18  U.S.  4244:  When  the  U.S.  attor¬ 
ney  reasonably  believes  that  a  person  is  in¬ 
sane  or  is  so  mentally  defective  that  he  is 
unable  to  understand  the  nature  of  the 
charge  against  him  or  to  assist  in  his  defense 
he  will  be  under  motion  of  U.S.  attorney  and 
under  order  of  court  committed  for  psychi¬ 
atric  examination. 

Second.  A  transcript  of  the  telephone 
conversation  today  at  11  a.m.  with  Gen¬ 
eral  Walker’s  attorney,  Clyde  J.  Watts: 

Mr.  Alger.  All  right,  he  was  arrested 
around  noon,  hearing  around  2,  left  around 
4,  and  got  to  Springfield  around  6;  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Watts.  He  got  to  Springfield  at  6:55. 

Mr.  Alger.  Right. 

Mr.  Watts.  His  commitment  before  the 
judge  in  Mississippi  was  the  following  day, 
at  which  time  Judge  Clayton  did  not  have 
Walker  before  him,  so  he  could  observe  his 
condition  and  demeanor. 

Mr.  Alger.  Just  a  minute.  Of  course  his 
hearing  was  after  they  had  already  shipped 
him  out? 

Mr.  Watts.  That’s  right.  Judge  Clayton 
entered  his  order  yesterday  after  Walker  had 
arrived  in  Missouri. 

Mr.  Alger.  Right. 

Mr.  Watts.  It  would  have  fixed  the  time 
of  Clayton’s  order  somewhere  shortly  after 
noon,  probably  around  2  o’clock  on  Tuesday. 
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Mr.  Algeh.  October  2? 

Mr.  Watts.  Octobers. 

Mr.  Algeh.  All  right. 

Mr.  Watts.  Now,  those  are  the  critical 
times  and  dates. 

Mr.  Alger.  Bond  was  refused  at  the  day  of 
October  1  and  October  2. 

Mr.  Watts.  The  bond  was — no,  now  here, 
the  bond  was  fixed  on  October  1. 

Mr.  Alger.  Right.  And  I  understood  that 
that  day - 

Mr.  Watts.  Before  his  bondsman,  who  was 
in  Mississippi,  before  he  could  make  the 
bond,  Walker  was  brought  to  Missouri. 

Mr.  Alger.  Missouri  on  the  second,  and  on 
the  second  his  bond  was  refused? 

Mr.  Watts.  All  morning  long  we  were  here 
endeavoring  to  make  the  bond. 

Mr.  Alger.  I  see.  But  you  couldn’t  make 
the  bond? 

Mr.  Watts.  We  could  not — in  other  words, 
there  is  no  legal  proceeding  in  Missomi 
through  which  we  could  make  the  bond. 

Mr.  Alger.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Watts.  We  finally,  after  conference 
with  the  Judge,  were  advised  that  the  U.S. 
attorney  would  be  here  at  2  o’clock - 

Mr.  Alger.  Right. 

Mr.  Watts.  To  discuss  with  us  the  me¬ 
chanics  of  making  the  bond. 

Mr.  Alger.  Mechanics. 

Mr.  Watts.  When  the  U.S.  attorney  ar¬ 
rived,  he  called  the  U.S.  attorney  in  Missis¬ 
sippi,  who  advised  him  that  Judge  Clayton, 
about  2  o’clock,  had  entered  this  new 
order  and  therefore  bond  was  impossible. 

Mr.  Alger.  All  right. 

All  right.  My  next  question:  He  was  sent 
to  Springfield  on  the  evening  or  the  after¬ 
noon  of  October  1  without  any  court  order? 

Mr.  Watts.  That’s  right.  He  was  sent  to 
Springfield  by  this  telegram  from  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  Prisons  that  I  read  to  you. 

Mr.  Alger.  James  Bennett? 

Mr.  Watts.  James  Bennett. 

Mr.  Alger.  Yes. 

Mr.  Watts.  To  the  marshal  in  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Alger.  ’The  marshal  who  had  General 
Walker  in  custody? 

Mr.  Watts.  Yes.  That  telegram  directed 
delivery  of  Walker  to  Springfield,  Mo. 

Mr.  Alger.  And  the  man  sending  the  wire 
was  James  Bennett? 

Mr.  Watts.  ’That’s  right. 

Mr.  Alger.  But  how  did  Craig  figure  in 
that? 

Mr.  Watts.  Craig  is  the  U.S.  Commis¬ 
sioner.  He  is  the  magistrate  in  Mississippi 
who  fixed  the  bond. 

Mr.  Alger.  I  see.  I  see.  Okay. 

Now,  all  right,  I  said  that  you  agreed  he 
was  sent,  though,  to  the  mental  prison  with¬ 
out  a  court  order;  the  court  order  came  the 
next  day? 

Mr.  Watts.  Now,  the  next  day,  this  mar¬ 
shal  In  Mississippi  sent  this  telegram  that  I 
quoted  to  you,  dated  October  2,  which  quotes 
the  telegram  from  Bennett  to  the  marshal. 

Mr.  Alger.  Right. 

Mr.  Watts.  Now,  the  following  day,  this 
telegram  was  sent  to  the  warden,  the  Warden 
Russell  here  at  the  medical  center.  Now, 
that’s  the  entire  chronology. 

Mr.  Alger.  All  right.  Now,  since  he  has 
arrived  there,  what  has  been  the  personal 
treatment?  You  made  the  point  as  his  at¬ 
torney  that  being  incarcerated  in  a  cell  in 
a  mental  institution  prevents  him  from  mak¬ 
ing  his  case. 

Mr.  Watts.  ’That’s  right. 

Mr.  Alger.  I  mean  preparing  his  case. 

Mr.  Watts.  In  other  words,  that  defeats 
the  very  purpose  of  the  statute.  The  statute 
is  ostensibly  for  the  protection  of  the  ac¬ 
cused  prisoner. 

Mr.  Alger.  Yes. 

Mr.  Watts.  In  order  to  attest  his  mental 
capacity  to  participate  in  his  defense. 

Mr.  Alger.  And  what  is  that  statute? 

Mr.  Watts.  That’s  18  United  States  Code 
Annotated  42.44. 


Mr.  Alger.  All  right.  I  can  look  that  up. 
OK. 

Mr.  Watts.  The  purpose  of  that  statute  is 
to  aid  the  accused  who  may  be  of  question¬ 
able  mentality  to  provide  his  defense. 

Mr.  Alger.  Right. 

Mr.  Watts.  Now,  by  the  Implementation 
of  this  statute,  his  defense  Is  being  com¬ 
pletely  frustrated  in  court. 

Mr.  Alger.  Now,  do  you  have  anything  else 
to  add? 

Mr.  Watts.  One  other  thing.  The  statute 
Itself  does  not  require  that  he  be  committed 
to  a  Federal  penitentiary. 

Mr.  Alger.  Right. 

Mr.  Watts.  He  could  and  properly  should 
have  been  examined  right  there  In  Missis¬ 
sippi  by  a  competent  psychiatrist.  Now, 
this  business  of  shufiBing  him  off  to  a  peni¬ 
tentiary  completely  frustrates  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  his  defense. 

Mr.  Algeh.  I  have  got  to  run  to  the  floor, 
but  I  want  you  to  continue  adding  such  ma¬ 
terial  as  you  would  like  to.  I  have  to  leave, 
but  my  assistant,  Ralph  Marlatt,  is  here  and 

1  have  a  reporter  putting  it  down. 

Mr.  Marlatt.  Go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Watts.  Now,  we  recognize  in  this  un¬ 
paralleled  treatment  of  General  Walker,  the 
violation  of  two  constitutional  rights. 

No.  1,  the  right  to  be  admitted  to  ball. 

No.  2,  the  right  to  have  legal  representation 
at  every  stage  of  the  proceeding,  which  he 
did  not  have  before  Judge  Clayton  when  the 
commitment  order  was  issued  yesterday  at 

2  o’clock. 

Now,  those  constitutional  rights  are  being, 
in  our  opinion,  flagrantly  denied  him.  And 
that  covers  it. 

Mr.  Marlatt.  That’s  it.  Fine.  I  think 
that’s  it,  then. 

Mr.  Watts.  There  is  another  concept  you 
ought  to  get  out. 

Mr.  Marlatt.  All  right. 

Mr.  Watts.  The  Federal  Government  has 
massed  and  mobilized  forces  to  protect  the 
civU  rights  of  one  man  in  Mississippi,  and  in 
the  ojjeration  of  the  juggernaut,  it  has  run 
roughshod  over  the  constitutional  rights  of 
General  Walker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  morning  newspaper 
account  as  it  appeared  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Post,  Wednesday,  October  3,  1962: 

Mental  ’Test  Is  Ordered  for  Walker 

Springfield,  Mo.,  October  2. — Former  Maj. 
Gen.  Edwin  A.  Walker,  a  key  figure  in  week¬ 
end  battling  over  admission  of  a  Negro  to 
the  University  of  Mississippi,  was  ordered 
placed  under  psychiatric  examination  in  a 
Federal  prison  today. 

His  attorneys  announced  Immediately  that 
they  would  fight  the  order  in  U.S.  district 
court  here  Wednesday.  ’They  Instructed 
Walker  to  refuse  to  cooperate  with  prison 
physicians. 

Walker  was  locked  In  the  U.S.  medical 
center  here.  He  was  brought  here  from  Ox¬ 
ford,  Miss.,  in  a  border  patrol  plane  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  after  his  arrest  and  arraignment  on 
charges  of  inciting  insurrection  and  sedi¬ 
tious  conspiracy. 

U.S.  District  Attorney  F.  Russell  Millln,  of 
Kansas  City,  told  newsmen  the  psychiatric 
examination  order  was  Issued  in  Oxford  this 
afternoon  by  U.S.  District  Judge  Claude 
Clayton.  Millin  said  it  prevents  Walker 
from  obtaining  his  release  under  a  $100,000 
bond  set  yesterday  at  his  arraignment. 

TO  take  60  TO  90  DATS 

Millln  said  he  understood  the  psychiatric 
examination  would  take  60  to  90  days  and 
that  during  that  period  Walker  would  not 
be  bailable. 

Clyde  J.  Watts,  spokesman  for  Walker’s 
corps  of  attorneys,  said  they  would  ask  U.S. 
District  Judge  John  W.  Oliver,  holding  court 
here,  for  either  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  free¬ 
ing  Walker,  or  for  an  injunction  against  any 
surgical  or  medicinal  treatment  of  the  for¬ 


mer  general  without  the  presence  of  a  psychi¬ 
atrist  or  physician  approved  by  Walker’s 
counsel. 

Watts  said  he  and  two  Springfield  attor¬ 
neys,  George  Donegan  and  William  Wear, 
talked  to  Walker  in  the  medical  center  this 
morning  and  found  him  "clear,  lucid,  un¬ 
disturbed,  and  possessing  all  his  mental 
faculties.” 

Watts  said  they  told  Walker  "that  his  re¬ 
sponse  to  questions  asked  by  physicians  or 
psychiatrists  at  the  medical  center  should 
be  only  his  name,  rank,  and  serial  number — 
the  same  as  an  American  soldier  who  has 
been  captured.” 

Watts,  reading  from  a  4-page  statement, 
told  newsmen  he  had  talked  to  Judge  Clayton 
at  Oxford  by  telephone  and  was  Informed  the 
order  committing  Walker  for  psychiatric  ex¬ 
amination  was  issued  on  the  basis  of  testi¬ 
mony  by  Dr.  Charles  E.  Smith,  a  bureau  of 
prisons  psychiatrist.  Watts  quoted  Judge 
Clayton  as  saying  Dr.  Smith  had  not  seen 
Walker. 

Watts  said  that  during  their  talk  with 
Walker  this  morning.  Walker  gave  them  his 
version  of  what  happened  at  Oxford. 

"He  at  no  time  led  any  assault,  charge,  or 
overt  act  against  any  State  or  Federal  ofBcer, 
including  U.S.  marshals,”  Watts  said.  "He 
at  no  time  Incited  anyone  to  riot  or  disorder.” 

Walker  told  his  lawyers,  Watts  said,  that  he 
was  in  contact  with  the  sheriff  in  Oxford 
Saturday  and  Sunday  and  advised  him  he 
was  "there  to  observe  developments.” 

Walker  said  he  was  eating  dinner  Sunday 
night  during  President  Kennedy’s  television 
speech  to  the  Nation  when  newsmen  advised 
him  of  a  demonstration  at  the  Ole  Miss 
campus.  He  said  he  went  there  and  found  a 
"scene  of  considerable  disturbance.”  He  said 
he  was  standing  near  a  Confederate  monu¬ 
ment  about  300  yards  from  the  administra¬ 
tion  building  when  several  persons  asked 
him  to  make  a  statement. 

"General  Walker  made  a  statement  that 
participants  should  avoid  all  semblance  of 
violence  that  the  real  war  was  in  Cuba,  not 
Mississippi,”  Watts  said. 

SAYS  HE  HAD  NO  MISSILE 

The  former  general  told  the  lawyers  his 
remarks  lasted  about  5  minutes  and  that  as 
he  watched  the  students  going  toward  the 
U.S.  marshals  and  then  moving  back,  he 
was  no  closer  than  30  feet  to  the  ofiBcers. 

Watts  said  Walker  had  "no  missile, 
weapons,  or  rocks”  and  that  "he  counseled 
the  participants  to  avoid  violence.” 

The  lawyer  said  the  statement  he  read  to 
newsmen  had  been  concurred  in  by  another 
Walker  attorney,  Robert  Morris  of  Dallas, 
former  counsel  for  the  House  Un-American 
Activities  Committee.  Morris  was  in  Cleve¬ 
land  today,  but  was  expected  to  arrive  in 
Springfield  soon. 

Watts  said  Morris  Issued  the  following 
statement : 

"I  ask  all  citizens  to  examine  what  has 
happened  today.  Because  General  Walker 
raised  his  voice  in  a  cause  not  popular  to 
all  of  us,  he  should  not  be  subject  to  this 
treatment.  ’This  is  a  suspension  of  the  Bill 
of  Rights.” 

’The  $100,000  bail  set  for  Walker  was  offered 
on  the  basis  of  Oklahoma  sureties  that  were 
not  otherwise  identified.  Mrs.  George 
Walker  of  Center  Point,  Tex.,  wife  of  the  for¬ 
mer  general’s  rancher  brother,  told  newsmen 
in  Houston  that  it  had  been  raised  from  two 
sources — the  family  and  others  whom  she 
did  not  Identify. 

Mr.  Speaker,  finally,  a  record  account 
from  the  Washington  Post  regarding  the 
illegal  search  of  automobiles  in  Oxford: 
Torn  Between  Pride  and  Shame,  Oxford 
Settles  Into  an  Uneasy  Calm 
(By  Gene  Sherman) 

Oxford,  Miss.,  October  2. — An  uneasy  calm 
settled  today  over  this  proud  college  town 
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that  seems  torn  between  civic  pride  and 
shame. 

Shops  were  open  again,  but  military  con¬ 
voys  continued  to  rumble  through  the  town, 
directed  by  military  police  stationed  at  In¬ 
tersections  to  halt  civilian  traffic  when 
necessary. 

MP’s  constantly  patrolled  the  streets  and 
the  campus  In  Jeeps.  Army  helicopters  spun 
low  overhead  and  Air  Force  troop  transports 
kept  the  tiny  airport  busier  than  It  has 
ever  been. 

Every  car  entering  Oxford  was  searched 
for  weapwns  by  MP’s  who  set  up  blockades 
on  all  roads  leading  into  town. 

There  was  some  question  by  what  legal 
authority  this  was  accomplished,  but  as  one 
resentful  Oxford  resident  commented: 
"Who’s  going  to  fight  ’em?’’ 

"If  I  had  to  research  the  authority  for 
that,’’  said  U.S.  Attorney  H.  M.  Ray,  "I 
wouldn’t  have  time'  to  get  my  work  done.” 
He  said  it  as  an  afterthought  to  a  curt  "No 
comment.” 

Theoretically,  local  government  and  law 
enforcement  still  prevail,  but  the  demarca¬ 
tion  between  them  and  military  authority 
is  thin  at  the  moment. 

Martial  law  has  not  been  declared,  but 
Lt.  Gen.  Hamilton  H.  Howze,  in  command  of 
the  troop  buildup,  admitted  It  was  pretty 
close  at  one  time.  He  hastened  to  add  that 
the  situation  had  been  close,  not  the 
declaration. 

Chief  of  Police  James  D.  Jones  said  he 
was  glad  to  see  the  troops  move  in  because 
he  aidn’t  think  he  had  enough  men  to  handle 
the  situation.  There  are  six  in  his  depart¬ 
ment. 

Local  police  are  continuing  to  enforce  city 
ordinances,  he  said,  but  the  quelling  of  what 
might  develop  into  a  disturbance  in  the 
streets  was  up  to  the  military.  •  »  • 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not  my  intention  to 
get  into  any  debate  at  this  time  on  this 
unfortunate  tragedy  that  is  being  enacted 
in  my  once  sovereign  State  of  Mississippi, 
but  since  the  question  has  been  raised 
here  may  I  say  to  my  distingiushed  friend 
from  Texas  and  to  the  other  Members  of 
this  body,  and  through  this  media  to  the 
country,  that  my  understanding  of  the 
situation  that  has  developed  in  Missis¬ 
sippi  goes  far  beyond  General  "Walker. 

If  what  I  understand  to  be  the  true 
facts  down  there  as  I  have  gotten  them 
from  reliable  people,  the  whole  question 
of  the  constitutional  rights  not  only  of 
General  Walker  but  of  the  people  of — 
again  I  repeat — the  once  sovereign  State 
of  Mississippi  are  being  challenged  and 
are  being  run  over  rough-shod. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  Speaker,  many 
sound  lawyers  challenge  the  procedure 
if  not  the  legality  itself  under  which  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  through  the  Justice 
Department  acted  to  force  this  would  be 
student  Meredith  into  the  University  of 
Mississippi. 

As  Mr.  Arthur  Ki'ock  so  well  pointed 
out  in  the  New  York  Times  on  October  1, 
Mississippi  was  denied  due  process.  He 
said  in  part: 

Established  procedure  under  due  process 
is  completed  only  when  a  court  of  last  resort 
has  formally  disposed  of  the  final  step  avail¬ 
able  to  litigants.  Since  the  agreement  of  all 
the  other  Justices  that  Black  announced  in 
his  order  of  September  12,  1962,  could  have 
been  learned  only  by  communication  means 
other  than  face-to-face  discussion,  this  raises 
the  legitimate  question  whether  ‘due-process' 


was  afforded  the  State  of  Mississippi.  If, 
as  Justice  Black  also  announced,  the  Court 
was  certain  to  reject  the  State’s  request  for 
review,  that  could  have  been  done  in  the 
established  manner  when  the  Court  reas¬ 
sembled  today,  the  day  Meredith  actually  was 
enrolled  at  the  university. 

In  other  words,  in  the  haste  of  the 
administration  to  force  the  admission 
of  the  NAACP’s  candidate  Meredith  into 
the  all-white  university,  the  State  of 
Mississippi  was  denied  the  oppportunity 
under  due  process  to  have  the  merits 
of  its  side  considered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  an  orderly  manner.  Instead  a 
single  Justice,  Hugo  Black,  after  some 
kind  of  a  Gallup  poll,  acted  on  his  own. 
The  appeal  of  the  State  of  Mississippi 
for  an  orderly  review  of  the  case  is  thus 
left  hanging  in  the  balance  and  has 
never  been  acted  upon. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  not  intended  to 
go  into  this  at  this  time.  At  another 
point  in  the  Record  I  will  have  some 
further  remarks  on  this  unfortunate 
event. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  happening  today 
to  the  people  of  Mississippi  under  the 
pretext  of  the  admission  of  one  man 
with  his  alleged  rights,  while  the  rights 
of  5,000  other  students  are  apparently 
not  considered.  Yet  it  is  happening  to 
them  under  that  pretext  today.  How 
do  we  know  it  is  not  going  to  happen 
to  you  tomorrow  under  some  other  pre¬ 
text? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  so  concerned  about 
this  matter,  I  am  so  disturbed  about  it, 
that  I  even  hesitate  to  speak  on  the 
subject.  But  let  me  say  to  my  friend 
from  Texas  that  in  the  other  body  the 
machinery  has  been  set  in  motion  for 
an  investigation  of  the  legality  of  this 
whole  procedure  that  has  brought  on 
this  holocaust  down  in  my  beloved  State 
of  Mississippi. 

(Mr.  COLMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request? 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
for  a  unanimous-consent  request  only. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks 
and  to  include  extraneous  material  that 
will  include  some  of  the  conversation  to 
which  I  alluded  in  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Albert)  .  The  question  is  on  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present,  and  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  344,  nays  4,  not  voting  87,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  267] 

YEAS— S44 


Abbltt 

Edmondson 

Lipscomb 

Abernethy 

Elliott 

Loser 

Addabbo 

Ellsworth 

McCulloch 

Albert 

Everett 

McFall 

Alford 

Fallon 

McMillan 

Alger 

Farbsteln 

MeVey 

Andersen, 

Fascell 

Macdonald 

Minn. 

Felghan 

Mack 

Andrews 

Fenton 

Madden 

Arends 

Findley 

Mahon 

Ashbrook 

Finnegan 

Mallllard 

Ashley 

Fino 

Marshall 

Ashmore 

Fisher 

Martin.  Nebr. 

Auchincloss 

Flood 

Mason 

Avery 

Plynt 

Mathias 

Ayres 

Fogarty 

Matthews 

Bailey 

Ford 

May 

Baker 

Forrester 

Meader 

Baldwin 

Fountain 

Merrow 

Baring 

Frellnghuysen 

Miller,  Clem 

Barrett 

Friedel 

Miller.  N.Y. 

Barry 

Fulton 

Milllken 

Bass,  N.H. 

Gallagher 

Mills 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Garland 

Minshall 

Bates 

Garmatz 

Moeller 

Battin 

Gary 

Monagan 

Becker 

Gathlngs 

Montoya 

Beckworth 

Gavin 

Moore 

Beermann 

Gialmo 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Bell 

Gilbert 

Morgan 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Gonzalez 

Morris 

Betts 

Goodllng 

Morrison 

Blatnlk 

Granahan 

Morse 

Boland 

Grant 

Mosher 

Bolton 

Gray 

Moss 

Bonner 

Green,  Oreg. 

Multer 

Bow 

Griffin 

Murphy 

Brademas 

Gross 

Murray 

Bray 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Natcher 

Brewster 

Hagen.  Calif. 

Nedzi 

Bromwell 

Haley 

Nelsen 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Halleck 

Nix 

BroyhiU 

Halpern 

Norblad 

Bruce 

Harding 

Norrell 

Buckley 

Hardy 

Nygaard 

Burke,  Mass. 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Burleson 

Harsha 

O'Hara.  HI. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

O’Konskl 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Healey 

Olsen 

Cahill 

Hechler 

O’Neill 

Carey 

Hemphill 

Osmers 

Casey 

Henderson 

Ostertag 

Cederberg 

Hoeven 

Passman 

Celler 

HoUfield 

Patman 

Chamberlain 

Holland 

Pelly 

Chelf 

Horan 

Perkins 

Chenoweth 

Hosmer 

Peterson 

Church 

Huddleston 

Pfost 

Clancy 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Phllbin 

Clark 

Inouye 

Pike 

Coad 

Jarman 

Pilcher 

Cohelan 

Jennings 

Plrnie 

Collier 

Jensen 

Poage 

Colmer 

Joelson 

Poll 

Conte 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Powell 

Cook 

Johnson,  Md. 

Price 

Cooley 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Purcell 

Corbett 

Jonas 

Randall 

Corman 

Jones,  Ala. 

Ray 

Cramer 

Judd 

Reece 

Cunningham 

Karsten 

Reuss 

Curtin 

Karth 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Kastenmeier 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Curtis.  Mo. 

Kearns 

Rlehlman 

Daddarlo 

Keith 

Riley 

Dague 

Kelly 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Daniels 

Kilgore 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Davis, 

King,  Calif. 

Roberts.  Ala. 

James  C. 

King,  N.Y. 

Roberts.  Tex. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

King,  Utah 

Robison 

Dawson 

Kirwan 

Rodino 

Delaney 

Kltchin 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Dent 

Kluezynskt 

Rogers.  Fla. 

Denton 

Knox 

Rooney 

Derounlan 

Kornegay 

Rosenthal 

Derwlnski 

Kowalski 

Rostenkowski 

Devine 

Kunkel 

Roudebush 

Dlngell 

Kyi 

Roush 

Dole 

Landrum 

Rutherford 

Donohue 

Lane 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Dorn 

Langen 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Dowdy 

Lankford 

St.  George 

Downing 

Latta 

St.  Germain 

Doyle 

Lennon 

Santangelo 

Dulskl 

Leslnskl 

Schadeberg 

Durno 

Llbonatl 

Schenck 

Dwyer 

Lindsay 

Schneebeli 

No.  ISO¬ 
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Schwelker 

Sullivan 

Wallhauser 

Schwengel 

Taber 

Walter 

Scott 

Taylor 

Weaver 

Selden 

Teague.  Calif. 

Westland 

Shelley 

Teague,  Tex. 

Wharton 

Shriver 

Thomas 

Whltener 

Slbal 

Thompson,  La. 

Whitten 

Sikes 

Thompson,  N.J.  Wickersnani 

Sisk 

Thompson,  Tex.Wldnall 

Slack 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Wilson,  caiii. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Thornberry 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Toll 

Winstead 

Smith,  Va. 

Tollefson 

Wright 

Spence 

Trimble 

Yates 

Stafford 

Tuck 

Young 

Staggers 

Tupper 

Younger 

Stephens 

Udall,  Morris  K 

.Zablockl 

Stratton 

Vanik 

Stubblefield 

Waggonner 

NAYS— 4 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Pillion 

Smith,  Calif. 

Johansen 

NOT  VO'UNG — 

87 

Adair 

Hansen 

Pucinski 

Alexander 

Harris 

Quie 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rains 

Anfuso 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Relfel 

Asplnall 

Hays 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Belcher 

HAtaert 

Roosevelt 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Herlong 

Rousselot 

Berry 

Hiestand 

Saund 

Blitch 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Saylor 

Boggs 

Hull 

Scherer 

Bolling 

Jones,  Mo. 

Scranton 

Boykin 

Kee 

Seely-Brown 

Breeding 

Keogh 

Sheppard 

Broomfield 

Kilburn 

Shipley 

Brown 

Laird 

Short 

Burke,  Ky. 

McDonough 

Siler 

Cannon 

McDowell 

Springer 

Chiperfield 

Mclntire 

Steed 

Davis,  John  W. 

McSween 

Ullman 

Diggs 

MacGregor 

Utt 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Van  Pelt 

Dooley 

Martin,  Mass. 

Van  Zandt 

Evins 

Michel 

Vinson 

Frazier 

Miller, 

Watts 

Glenn 

George  P. 

Weis 

Goodell 

Moorehead, 

Whalley 

Green,  Pa. 

Ohio 

Williams 

Griffiths 

Moulder 

Willis 

Gubser 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Zelenko 

Hall 

O’Hara,  Mich. 
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Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan  with  Mr.  Broom¬ 
field. 

Mrs.  Kee  with  Mr.  Scranton. 

Mr.  Steed  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Seely-Brown. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mrs.  Weis. 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Van 
Pelt. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Hull  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Mich¬ 
igan. 

Mr.  Sheppard  with  Mr.  Moorehead  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  O’Brien  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Laird. 
Mr.  Shipley  with  Mr.  Berry  of  South  Da¬ 
kota. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois. 
Mr.  Asplnall  with  Mr.  Dominick. 

Mr.  Alexander  with  Mr.  Springer. 

Mr.  John  W.  Davis  with  Mr.  Quie. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Siler. 

Mr.  George  P.  Miller  with  Mr.  Chlper- 
fleld. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  MacGregor. 

Mr.  McDowell  with  Mr.  Short. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Harris  with  Mr.  Van  Zandt. 

Mr.  Pucinski  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Magnuson  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Watts  with  Mr.  Rousselot. 

Mr.  Williams  with  Mr.  Hiestand. 

Mr.  Breeding  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Belcher. 

Mr.  Burke  of  Kentucky  with  Mr.  Harvey 
of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Glenn. 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Relfel. 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Goodell. 

Mrs.  Hansen  with  Mr.  Hall. 

Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massachu¬ 
setts. 


MOBILE  TRADE  FAIRS 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  3389)  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  foreign  commerce  of  the  United 
States  through  the  use  of  mobile  trade 
fairs,  with  a  House  amendment  thereto, 
insist  on  the  House  amendment,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Bonner,  Downing,  Casey,  Mailliard,  and 
Pelly. 

RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL  PROJECTS 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  13273)  au¬ 
thorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  13273  with 
Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Davis] 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hnur,  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Atich- 
iNCLOss]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  have  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  committee  for  a  moment, 
I  should  like  to  say  that  the  members  of 
this  Committee  on  Public  Works  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  have  agreed  in  all 
sincerity  to  do  everything  possible  to 
reduce  the  time  consumed  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  bill,  despite  the  fact  that 
it  is  a  big  one. 

I  recognize  that  there  are  297  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  affected  directly  or 
indirectly,  and  certainly  interested  in 
the  consideration  of  this  bill.  We  recog¬ 
nize  that  there  are  167  projects  included 
in  it.  We  know  also  that  it  carries  a 
money  value  of  $2,300  million,  covering 
167  projects. 

There  is  a  bill  in  the  other  body  which 
I  understand  will  be  considered  on  to¬ 


morrow.  It  carries  a  much  greater 
money  value.  I  want  to  be  absolutely 
frank  with  the  House.  We  want  to  get  a 
good  bill  out,  but  we  recognize  that  we 
will  go  into  conference  when  we  pass  our 
version,  with  very  skillful  legislators,  and 
it  will  require  patience,  and  I  hope  in¬ 
telligent  action  on  our  part. 

So,  then,  recognizing  further  that  so 
many  of  our  Members  want  to  get  home, 
having  some  duties  to  perform  at  home, 
some  living  a  great  distance  from  here, 
they  should  be  entitled  to  go. 

Se  we  want  to  cooperate  with  the 
House,  and  we  ask  the  House  cooperate 
with  us,  and  we  will  get  this  bill  out  of 
the  way  as  soon  as  possible  and  seek 
the  conference  and  undertake  to  resolve 
the  difference  and  try  to  bring  back  a 
soimd  bill  which  will  be  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference.  We  do  ask  you  to  cooperate 
with  us  as  we  are  asking  to  cooperate 
with  you.  We  are  going  to  discourage 
as  much  as  possible  too  much  conversa¬ 
tion  and  too  much  discussion  on  the 
bill  which  may  prove  collateral.  We 
want  to  keep  this  bill  very  much  at  it  is, 
without  the  addition  of  any  other  proj¬ 
ects.  But  I  will  say,  in  all  fairness,  we 
are  going  to  have  a  bill  in  the  House 
come  next  session,  because  there  are  a 
great  many  projects  that  should  be  in 
this  bill  and  we  promise,  early  in  the 
session  next  year  that  this  committee  will 
give  serious  and  full  hearings  to  a  great 
many  projects  that  you  may  have  in 
mind  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  WESTLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  WESTLAND.  I  am  interested  in 
this  China  Gardens  project. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  That  is  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  WESTLAND.  I  know  it  is  in  the 
bill,  I  may  say  to  the  gentleman,  but 
we  are  very  much  interested  on  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  on  the  Snake  Rivers  in  the 
fish  going  upstream.  I  imderstand  there 
were  no  public  hearings  on  China  Gar¬ 
dens.  It  was  authorized  something  like 
7  years  ago.  It  is  supposed  to  be  a  re- 
regulating  reservoir  for  Nez  Perce  and 
High  Mountain  Sheep,  one  of  which  is 
going  to  be  constructed.  It  seems  to  me 
that  you  put  the  cart  before  the  horse 
here  when  you  authorize  or  build  High 
Mountain  Sheep,  then  perhaps  the  China 
Gardens  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  May  I  in¬ 
terrupt  the  gentleman.  If  he  will  con¬ 
sult  the  gentleman  on  his  side  handling 
that  particular  project,  they  will  advise 
the  gentleman  what  they  have  in  mind 
at  the  moment. 

Mr.  WESTLAND.  I  thought  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  would  be  able 
to  give  me  some  information. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  am  giv¬ 
ing  it  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WESTLAND.  Why  were  not 
hearings  held? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  am  not 
going  to  yield  further.  I  will  get  to  that 
at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  want  to  say 
in  response  to  the  inquiries  propounded 
by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Westland]  that  there 
was  no  opposition  to  the  development  of 
this  project  by  any  of  the  local  agencies 
insofar  as  the  report  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  think,  since  this 
has  been  brought  up,  it  should  be  said 
fm’ther  that  a  question  was  asked  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  at  that  time  if  there 
was  any  opposition  to  the  project  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  at  that  time  said 
“no.”  But  subsequent  investigation 
found  that  there  is  substantial  opposition 
to  it.  In  fact,  there  is  even  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  private  power  now,  which  has 
not  yet  been  resolved. 

Therefore,  the  information  before  the 
committee  at  the  time  this  project  was 
voted  upon  was  not  at  all  complete. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  one  further  ob¬ 
servation? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  do. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  For  the  information 
of  the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Westland]  and  others,  this  is  one  of  the 
projects  referred  to  which  is  in  contro¬ 
versy  insofar  as  the  minority  is  con¬ 
cerned.  There  will  be  a  motion  made 
at  the  proper  time  to  strike  it  out. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thought  I  was  trying  to  conserve 
and  save  time.  It  looks  as  if  I  am  re¬ 
sponsible  for  losing  some  time,  with  my 
distinguished  friend — and  he  is  a  good 
friend — the  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Westland]  in  regard  to  this 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  want  to  leave 
this,  however,  without  saying  we  are 
going  to  have  hearings  on  projects  that 
should  be  closer  to  inclusion  in  this  bill 
than  they  presently  are.  I  want  to  say 
to  the  distinguished  minority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck] 
that  I  did  not  wait  until  next  year  to  tell 
the  gentleman  my  feelings  about  the 
gentleman’s  project.  But  on  this  floor 
just  a  few  days  ago  I  expressed  the  hope 
to  the  gentleman  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  would  have  that  project  for¬ 
warded  so  that  the  committee  could  in¬ 
clude  it.  I  promised  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  insofar  as  I  was  con¬ 
cerned,  if  it  came  in  at  the  very  last  min¬ 
ute,  it  would  be  added  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  courtesy  and  for  his  state¬ 
ment  that  I  did  discuss  the  matter  with 
him.  The  gentleman  and  I  have  been 
friends  for  a  long  time.  He  will  recall 
that  I  went  to  him  and  talked  to  him. 
However,  long  recognizing  the  arrange¬ 
ments  by  which  we  ought  to  proceed 
here,  some  suggestion  has  been  made 
that  perhaps  since  I  once  was  majority 


leader  or  that  once  a  man  of  my  party 
was  President  of  the  United  States  and 
had  something  to  say  about  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  why  did  I  not  get  this 
project  approved  before?  Well,  the 
plain  fact  of  the  matter  is  we  have  piu:- 
sued — we  people  from  Indiana — a  regu¬ 
lar  course  to  get  final  approval  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

It  was  just  within  the  last  year  or  so 
that  we  obtained  such  approval. 

I  recognize  the  situation.  I  just  want 
to  say  to  the  gentleman  the  one  thing 
about  it  that  kind  of  sticks  in  my  craw, 
as  we  say  out  in  Indiana,  is  that  I 
absolutely  know  that  the  responsible  peo¬ 
ple  of  my  State,  including  our  members 
of  the  port  commission  who  have  ac¬ 
quired  hundreds  of  acres  of  lands  for 
the  development  of  an  industrial  com¬ 
plex  that  we  need,  had  every  reasonable 
assurance  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  transmit  a 
favorable  report  on  this  project.  That 
favorable  report  has  not  been  forth¬ 
coming  for  reasons  that  I  say  should  have 
no  place  in  our  legislative  branch.  But 
I  recognize  the  diflaculty  of  my  situation. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  will  say  further  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Indiana  that  he 
stated  to  me,  and  we  agreed  that  we 
were  going  to  follow  the  rules  of  the 
House  on  this  bill — he  said  to  me  very 
frankly  that  “If  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud¬ 
get  does  not  approve,  I  certainly  will  not 
ask  you  to  consider  it.” 

The  gentleman  will  recognize  that  we 
were  in  entire  agreement. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  re¬ 
gard  to  my  good  friend,  the  minority 
leader,  I  might  say  this  committee 
should  be  commended  for  not  including 
the  so-called  Burns  Ditch  Harbor,  that 
project  did  not  start  20  years  ago,  it 
started  130-odd  years  ago,  when  Sena¬ 
tor  Daniel  Webster  came  out  to  Michi¬ 
gan  City,  Ind.,  to  dedicate  a  port  at 
but  a  few  miles  up  the  shore  from  Michi¬ 
gan  City,  Ind.  They  discovered  then 
that  a  port  at  that  location,  at  the  south 
end  of  the  600-mlle  sweep  down  from 
the  north  on  Lake  Michigan,  annually 
fills  up  with  sand  and  silt.  Back  in  those 
days  lake  storms  would  block  the  har¬ 
bor  and  require  an  appropriation  every 
3  or  4  years  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  clean  that  harbor  location  so  the 
harbor  could  function. 

There  is  approved  an  application  for 
an  engineers  study  for  a  port  to  the  west 
in  Lake  County,  Ind.,  just  out  of  that 
600-mile  sweep  of  sand  drift,  located  at 
the  Burns  Ditch  area.  Lake  County  would 
make  a  practical  location  for  a  real  port 
for  northern  Indiana. 

There  is  an  appropriation  now  au¬ 
thorized  for  an  engineers’  study  at  that 
location. 

In  verification  of  my  good  friend’s 
statement  regarding  an  engineers  report, 
there  have  been  two  engineers  reports 
on  this  so-called  Burns  Ditch — one  re¬ 
port  made  in  1960  was  withdrawn.  That 
report  criticized  the  location.  That  re¬ 


calling  of  the  first  engineer’s  report  was 
at  the  instance  of  the  ex-Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  George  Humphrey,  who  is 
building  a  steel  mill  at  that  location.  He 
is  making  every  effort  to  get  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  Indiana  and  of  the  United 
States  to  build  a  port  for  his  steel  mill. 
Mr.  Humphrey  has  been  very  successful 
in  his  short  experience  as  a  Federal  offi¬ 
cial  on  a  number  of  different  projects 
and  contracts.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
people  of  the  Nation  should  contribute  to 
building  a  port  for  George"  Humphrey’s 
steel  mill,  which  is  now  under  construc¬ 
tion  at  this  particular  location.  I  feel 
sorry  for  this  big  land  development  proj¬ 
ect  that  some  of  the  important  people  of 
Indiana  are  promoting  in  this  area,  but 
I  do  not  think  that  the  taxpayers  of  these 
United  States  should  help  build  a  port 
for  George  Humphrey’s  National  Steel 
Corp. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
political  overtones  in  this  controversy 
have  raged  for  years.  The  gentleman 
from  the  First  District,  for  whom  I  have 
the  highest  regard,  is  like  the  mother 
who  saw  the  column  of  soldiers  going 
by  and  said,  “Everybody  is  out  of  step  but 
Jim.”  He  is  the  one  man  from  Indiana 
that  I  have  been  able  to  discover  who  is 
out  of  step. 

By  what  he  has  just  said  he  indicts  our 
present  Democrat  Governor,  Matt 
Welsh;  he  indicts  the  Port  Commission; 
he  indicts  Governor  McNutt;  he  indicts 
former  Governor  Schricker. 

I  will  not  stand  for  it.  It  is  true  that 
a  steel  company,  Mid-West  Steel,  has 
built,  on  land  that  they  have  owned  for 
years,  a  steel  mill.  They  are  going  to 
build  more.  It  is  true  that  another  steel 
company  is  going  to  build  a  mill. 

The  problem  for  the  people  of  Indiana, 
my  friend  from  Lake  County  notwith¬ 
standing,  is  to  build  there  a  deepwater 
port  with  land  available  for  diversifica¬ 
tion.  The  gentleman  from  Lake  County 
ought  to  understand  and  to  know,  be¬ 
cause  he  represents  a  steel  mill  complex, 
that  we  need  diversification.  We  need 
an  opportunity  for  the  development  of 
a  public  harbor  on  the  Great  Lakes. 
May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  if  the 
State  of  Indiana,  which  already  has  put 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  in  this 
operation,  is  now  to  be  foreclosed,  one  of 
two  things  will  happen. 

Maybe  it  will  suit  the  gentleman  who 
represents  Lake  County  but  it  does  not 
suit  me  and  it  does  not  suit  all  the  other 
people  I  represent.  Either  the  State  of 
Indiana  will  build  that  harbor  or  the 
steel  companies  will  build  their  harbors, 
as  the  steel  companies  built  them  at 
Gary.  They  are  private  harbors.  They 
are  not  open  to  public  use. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  No,  I  will  not.  The 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  has  the  floor. 
I  cannot  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana.  I  am  sorry  he  feels  this  way 
about  it. 
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Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  hope  you 
will  not  take  all  my  time, 

Mr.  HAIiECK.  I  will  not  take  it  all. 

I  sat  in  a  hearing  on  this  proposition 
in  the  city  of  Gary,  which  the  gentleman 
represents.  I  understand  he  has  prob¬ 
lems,  that  Gary’s  Chamber  of  Commerce 
is  for  this  harbor  but  some  other  people 
up  there  are  not.  But  I  sat  there  with 
Governor  Schricker,  the  then  Democratic 
Governor  of  Indiana.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the.gentleman  from  Indiana  was 
there  or  not,  but  I  want  to  say  this. 
There  was  unanimity  of  position  of  all 
of  us  from  Indiana.  The  only  thing  I 
i-egret — I  want  to  close  by  sasdng  this. 
Probably  I  am  foreclosed  here  today,  but 
the  people  of  my  State  are  not  going  to 
be  foreclosed  and  we  are  not  going  to 
forget  it.  There  have  been  political  ma¬ 
nipulations  from  certain  people  in  the 
other  body  that  I  say  are  unconscionable 
in  an  effort  to  defeat  the  accomplish¬ 


ment  of  a  project  in  my  great  State. 

You  talk  about  spending  taxpayers’ 
money.  The  State  of  Indiana,  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  Indiana,  have  contributed  to 
the  building  of  harbors  all  over  the 
United  States  of  America. 

All  we  ask  is  fair  treatment. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  one  statement? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Briefly. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  am  now  quoting  the 
first  report  of  the  Army  Engineers  of  a 
year  ago  which,  through  the  influence  of 
former  Secretary  Humphrey,  was  with¬ 
drawn.  In  that  report  it  is  stated  that 
97  percent  of  the  shipping  through  this 
particular  location,  if  a  port  was  built 
there,  for  the  next  20  years  97  percent 
would  be  cargo  in  and  out  of  the  two 
steel  mills.  About  3  percent  would  go 
to  southern  Indiana. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  refuse  to  yield  any  further.  I 
have  been  more  than  generous.  I  de¬ 
cline  to  yield  to  anyone. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  I  do  not  have 
any  foes  in  this  House.  I  sought  in  the 
beginning  to  suggest  that,  thinking  so 
many  Members  of  this  House  wanted  to 
get  home  if  at  all  possible  by  this  week¬ 
end,  and  with  the  cooperation  with  the 
fine  Members  on  the  minority  side  han¬ 
dling  this  bill,  and  with  the  warm  sup¬ 
port  of  all  the  men  on  my  side  of  this 
committee,  we  were  asking  you  not  to 
offer  any  amendments  to  increase  this 
bill,  with  the  assm’ance  that  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  have  a  bill  early  next  year,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  important:  but  collateral  mat¬ 
ters  had  come  in.  I  was  asking  that  you 
not  discuss  matters  outside,  and  to  show 
you  my  good  faith — let  us  be  reason¬ 
able.  If  we  pass  this  bill  this  afternoon, 
you  know  what  we  are  up  against  in  this 
conference  with  the  other  body,  I  re¬ 
peat,  a  conference  committee  headed  by 
skilled  legislators.  The  leadership  has 
indicated  rather  informally  to  me  that  if 
we  can  handle  with  reasonable  haste 
and  yet  intelligence  and  justice  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill,  we  have  a  good  opportunity 
to  adjourn  this  weekend.  That  would 
be  a  happy  moment  with  all  of  us. 


To  .show  you  my  sincerity  further,  I 
want  to  say  that  I  have  prepared  with 
some  degree  of  care  a  statement  cover¬ 
ing  the  overall  context  of  this  bill. 


I  am  not  going  to  use  it,  but,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  going  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  extend  my  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  what 
I  wanted  to  say  to  you  because  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  be  sincere  and  consistent  the  rest 
of  this  day  in  the  efforts  to  do  what  I 
told  you  in  the  beginning  all  of  us  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  had  agreed  to  do 
as  far  as  this  committee  is  concerned. 

H.R.  13273,  generally  referred  to  as  the 
omnibus  river  and  harbor  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  bill,  comes  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
after  careful  consideration  by  the  sub¬ 
committees  and  the  full  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  The  bill  is  divided  into 
two  parts — title  I,  designated  as  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962;  and  title 
II,  designated  as  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962. 

Title  I  adopts  71  river  and  harbor 
projects  located  in  25  States,  with  an 
estimated  Federal  cost  of  $406,730,000. 
It  also  adopts  eight  beach  erosion  control 
projects  in  seven  States,  with  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  cost  of  $1,775,800. 

Title  II  adopts  86  projects  for  flood 
control,  hurricane  protection,  and  mul¬ 
tiple  piu'poses  in  37  States,  with  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  cost  of  $2,307  million.  It 
also  provides  for  an  increase  in  the 
monetary  authorization  for  one  compre¬ 
hensive  river  basin  plan,  previously  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress,  with  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  cost  of  $3,700,000. 

The  projects  adopted  in  H.R.  13273, 
both  individually  and  collectively,  com¬ 
prise  a  valuable  addition  to  the  Nation’s 
civil  works  program.  The  broad  objec¬ 
tives  of  this  program  are  the  full  and 
efficient  development,  utilization,  and 
conservation  of  the  Nation’s  rivers,  and 
the  protection  and  development  of  its 
coasts,  as  a  means  of  advancing  the  na¬ 
tional  economy  and  enhancing  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  people.  The  attainment  of 
these  objectives  requires  the  fomiulation 
of  comprehensive  and  unified  plans  for 
river  basin  and  coastal  improvement. 

In  the  Nation’s  infant  years  th'e  Corps 
of  Engineers  of  the  Army  possessed  the 
primary  engineering  know-how  available 
to  tfie  Government.  Hence,  the  corps 
was  called  upon — particularly  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Jefferson — to  pioneer  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Nation’s  resources.  It  con¬ 
ducted  explorations,  established  routes 
for  roads  and  canals,  and  served  as  ad¬ 
viser  to  both  the  President  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  civil  aspects  of  engineering. 
It  was  not  until  1824,  however,  that  Con¬ 
gress  began  to  appropriate  funds  for 
direct  Federal  developmental  activities. 
The  small  appropriation  of  that  year, 
for  improving  the  navigability  of  the 
Ohio  and  Mississippi  Rivers  by  the  re¬ 
moval  of  snags,  marks  the  beginning  of 
what  has  come  to  be  known  as  the  civil 
works  program.  For  almost  a  century 
this  program  was  confined  to  the  im¬ 
provement  of  navigation,  the  only  type 
of  internal  improvement  considered  by 
Congress  to  be  a  responsibility  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Finally,  in  1917, 
Congress  authorized  flood  control  work 
on  the  Mississippi  and  Sacramento 
Rivers.  Not  until  1936,  however,  was 
general  flood  control  legislation  enacted ; 
although,  in  1928,  the  corps  was  directed 
to  make  broad  basinwide  surveys  for 


flood  control,  navigation,  and  power  de¬ 
velopment.  These  studies — commonly 
known  as  the  308  surveys — were  the  first 
Federal  attempt  to  develop  basinwide 
plans  for  multiple-purpose  development. 
They  had  much  to  do  with  the  gradual 
acceptance  of  the  concept  of  compre¬ 
hensive  river  basin  development,  and 
with  the  progressive  broadening  of  the 
body  of  legislation  made  up  of  what  are 
still  designated  the  “flood  control  acts’’; 
although  they  now  actually  provide  the 
bulk  of  the  legislative  authorities  under 
which  the  Nation  carries  out  the  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  its  great  river 
systems. 

Over  the  period  of  138  years  since 
1824,  the  civil  works  program  has  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  Nation’s  economic  de¬ 
velopment  by  planning  and  construct¬ 
ing:  214  reservoirs  providing  165  million 
acre-feet  of  storage  capacity.  500  local 
protection  projects — including  the  vast 
levee  system  protecting  almost  24  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  flood  plain  land  along  the 
lower  Mississippi  River;  34  power  in¬ 
stallations  having  an  aggregate  capacity 
of  7  million  kilowatts;  3.2  million  acres 
of  water  area — summer  season — which 
provided  more  than  100  million  person- 
days  of  recreation  in  1960,  and  which  is 
being  used  more  intensively  each  year; 
22,500  miles  of  inland  waterway  which 
provided  123  billion  ton-miles  of  low- 
cost  transportation  service  in  1960;  con¬ 
necting  channels  between  the  Great 
Lakes  which  have  converted  them  into  a 
great  inland  sea  providing  99  billion 
ton-miles  of  transportation  service  in 
I960:  500  deep-draft  commercial  har¬ 
bors  on  the  shores  of  the  oceans  and 
Great  Lakes;  250  small  boat  harbors  for 
refuge,  recreation  and  commercial  Ash¬ 
ing;  shore  protection  works  along  more 
than  300  miles  of  coastline;  and  rescue 
and  disaster  relief  work  during  great 
floods  and  other  natural  disasters. 

In  addition  to  the  completed  works 
mentioned  above,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  under  construction  172  new  projects, 
including  62  reservoirs  which  will  in¬ 
crease  the  aggregate  storage  capacity  by 
about  46  million  acre-feet,  and  will  in¬ 
crease  the  capacity  of  power  installa¬ 
tions  by  nearly  4.5  million  kilowatts — 
to  11.5  million  kilowatts.  A  program  of 
flood  plain  information  studies  was 
initiated  during  fiscal  year  1962  to  en¬ 
courage  States  and  local  governmental 
entities  to  regulate  the  use  of  flood  plain 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  slowing  down 
the  growth  of  new  flood  problems. 

The  committee  is  convinced  of  the 
necessity  for  continuing  study  of  the 
Nation’s  water  and  related  land  resource 
development  requirements  and  of  the 
necessity  for  continuing  revision  and  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  Nation’s  Civil  Works  Pro¬ 
gram  to  meet  current  and  prospective 
needs  disclosed  by  such  study.  The 
projects  adopted  by  H.R.  13273  were 
formulated  in  this  way.  They  are  based 
primarily  on  investigations  made  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  close  coordination 
with  States,  other  Federal  agencies,  and 
local  interests,  and  completed  almost 
entirely  since  adoption  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  and  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960. 
Thus,  these  projects  are  based  on  the 
most  up-to-date  appraisals  of  needs — 
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both  immediate  and  prospective  — which 
it  is  possible  to  provide. 

In  the  field  of  fiood  control  the  desir¬ 
ability  of  avoiding  repetition  of  exper¬ 
ienced  damage  and  hazard  to  life  is 
clear.  Perhaps  less  clear  is  the  role  of 
the  projects  adopted  by  H.R.  13273  in 
bringing  about  the  most  effective  use  of 
our  valley  lands,  so  that  we  may  cap¬ 
italize  on  the  compelling  economic  ad¬ 
vantages  attend  upon  their  wise  use. 
These  works  have  been  planned  on  the 
basis  that  fiood  control  is  a  positive 
economic  force  in  economic  development 
rather  than  merely  being  a  corrective 
measure. 

Many  of  the  reservohs  adopted  by 
H.R.  13273  Include  storage  designed  to 
provide  adequate  supplies  of  good  water, 
on  schedule,  to  meet  municipal,  indus¬ 
trial,  and  agricultural  needs.  Substan¬ 
tial  increases  in  low  water  flow  will  result 
from  reservoir  operatiorr,  with  attendant 
improvement  in  water  quality.  The  wa¬ 
ter  supply  and  water  quality  control 
services  which  will  be  provided  by  the 
adopted  projects  also  are  positive  forces 
in  the  National  program  for  sound  eco¬ 
nomic  development. 

Hydroelectric  power  faculties  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  those  reservoir  projects  where 
economically  feasible,  to  aid  in  serving 
growing  municipal,  industrial,  and  agri¬ 
cultural  power  needs. 

The  growth  of  public  use  of  Federal 
land  and  water  areas  has  been  phenome¬ 
nal  in  recent  years.  In  1961  public  use 
of  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  reached 
a  total  of  120  million  visits,  and  water 
resource  projects  undertaken  by  other 
agencies  served  additional  millions.  The 
key  role  of  water  in  outdoor  recreational 
activity  has  been  confirmed  by  the  find¬ 
ings  of  the  Outdoor  Recreational  Re¬ 
sources  Review  Commission.  In  recog¬ 
nition  of  public  demand  for  outdoor 
recreational  opportunities,  substantially 
all  of  the  reservoir  projects  adopted  by 
H.R.  13273  provides  for  balanced  basic 
recreational  development.  This  will  in¬ 
sure  effective  public  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  recreational  potential  which  these 
projects  will  create. 

In  the  field  of  navigation  the  projects 
adopted  by  H.R.  13273  are  based  on  rec¬ 
ognition  of  the  importance  of  a  sound 
transportation  system  to  our  economy, 
security,  and  general  welfare,  and  the 
fact  that  each  mode  of  transportation 
must  play  the  role  for  which  it  is  best 
suited. 

The  projects  adopted  for  improvement 
of  Great  Lakes  and  coastal  harbors  will 
afford  needed  improvement  and  vitaliza- 
tion  of  these  essential  elements  of  our 
national  transportation  system.  This  is 
true  also  of  the  measures  adopted  for 
improvement  of  our  inland  waters. 

Finally,  the  short  protection  measures 
adopted  for  beach  erosion  control  and 
hurricane  protection  will  seiwe  to  pre¬ 
vent  irrevocable  loss  of  beach  areas,  seri¬ 
ous  property  damage,  and  hazard  to  life. 

In  summary,  the  committee  considers 
H.R.  13273  to  be  a  sound  bill  providing 
for  essential  continuing  development  of 
our  Nation’s  water  resources. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
my  warm  friend  on  the  committee  who 
is  chairman  of  the  rivers  and  harbors 
section.  We  work  together  so  well,  I 
have  yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  say  what  I  really  know  is  in  the  hearts 
of  so  many  of  our  colleagues  and  friends 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  expressing 
not  only  the  appreciation  but  admira¬ 
tion  and  genuine  commendation  to  our 
able  colleague  and  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
who  for  years  has  carried  the  brunt  of  a 
tremendous  burden  in  presenting  these 
multibillion  dollar  public  works  projects 
that  help  the  areas  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Few  people  realize  the  hearings 
that  go  on  day  in  and  day  out  requiring 
great  patience  and  technical  knowledge 
to  go  into  all  the  details  of  the  economic 
and  fiscal  feasibility  of  these  projects  in 
areas  far  removed  from  your  district, 
Mr.  Chairman — areas,  yes,  far  removed 
from  your  own  State.  The  manner  in 
which  you  have  conducted  the  hearings 
and  the  consideration  of  your  very  im¬ 
portant  committee  and  the  fairness  and 
consideration  that  you  have  shown  to 
every  and  all  of  your  colleagues  regard¬ 
less  from  what  part  of  the  country  they 
come  from  refiect  great  credit  on  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  and  it  is 
proof  of  his  sound  knowledge  and  belief 
that  anything  that  upgrades  the  re¬ 
sources  of  the  country  to  provide  for  a 
freer  and  more  efficient  flow  of  com¬ 
merce  and  traffic  on  the  waterways  of 
the  country  and  anything  that  protects 
life  and  property  in  areas  subject  to  flood 
enhances  the  economic  development  of 
those  areas  and  contributes  not  only  to 
the  improvement  of  the  particular  area 
but  to  the  sum  total  of  the  country. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  served  on  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  for  16  years.  During 
the  course  of  my  tenure  on  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  we  have  brought 
biennially  public  works  proposals  with 
a  scheme  of  development  of  our  water 
resources  which  are  so  immensely  im¬ 
portant  to  oiu-  Republic.  During  my 
tenure  on  the  committee,  I  do  not  think 
I  have  ever  worked  with  or  sat  along 
side  any  member  who  is  so  knowledge¬ 
able  of  the  subject,  and  so  articulate  in 
his  expression  and  understanding  of  the 
subject,  so  patient  in  his  approach  and 
who  has  given  so  much  even  to  an  in¬ 
finite  degree  to  research  and  study  of 
this  enormous  problem  than  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Tennessee, 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee. 

There  is  not  a  section  of  the  United 
States  that  has  not  been  a  recipient  of 
his  good  work.  There  is  not  a  section 
that  has  not  benefited  by  his  zeal  and 
his  earnestness  and  his  dedication  to  the 
proposition  of  orderly  and  judicious 
prosecution  of  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  he  is  a  tower  of 
strength  in  this  v;ork  that  we  seek  here  to 
do,  and  certainly,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
all  adore  him  and  find  a  gi’eat  deal  of 


satisfaction  that  he  has  directed  this 
phase  of  the  work  of  the  Congress  that 
has  had  so  much  to  do  with  making  this 
a  great  Nation. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVTS  of  Tennessee.  Briefly. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  I  would  just 
like  to  compliment  the  gentleman  for 
his  splendid  work  and  to  tell  him  and 
the  other  members  of  the  committee 
that  we  appreciate  the  fact  that  the 
Waurika  Project  has  been  included  in 
the  bill.  It  was  considered  on  the  Senate 
side,  hearings  were  held  over  there  be¬ 
fore  the  Interior  Committee,  and  we  ap¬ 
preciate  the  item  of  $24  million  for  the 
Waurika  Project. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  remember 
the  gentleman  talked  to  me  about  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  grateful  to 
my  colleagues  on  the  committee  for  the 
fine  things  they  have  said  about  me. 
Any  man  would  be  unappreciative  in¬ 
deed  not  to  be  moved  by  them. 

Now  I  am  going  to  practice  what  I 
tried  and  insisted  on  preaching  earlier, 
I  am  going  to  sit  down.  I  hope  my 
friends  on  the  minority  side  will  have 
better  fortune  in  controlling  and  limit¬ 
ing  time  than  I  have  been  able  to  ac¬ 
complish  on  this  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Jones]  . 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  it  is  appropriate  at  this  time  in 
connection  with  H.R.  13273,  the  omni¬ 
bus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control 
bill,  to  restate  some  basic  principles 
which  I  believe  should  underlie  our  na¬ 
tional  water  resources  policy. 

Our  national  water  policy  is  now  being- 
shaped.  Only  in  recent  years  have  we 
become  aware  of  the  need  for  such  a  pol¬ 
icy  and  taken  action  to  assess  our  re¬ 
sources  in  light  of  probable  future  needs. 

History  shows  us,  of  course,  that  water 
has  dominated  human  life.  Americans 
are  familiar  with  the  impact  of  our  river 
systems,  harbors  and  rainfall  on  the 
social  and  economic  development  of  the 
Nation.  Water,  or  its  absence,  has 
shaped  om’  destiny. 

Throughout  the  19th  century  and  the 
early  decades  of  the  present  century,  we 
took  our  water  resources  for  granted. 
In  most  of  America,  water  was  abun¬ 
dant.  There  seemed  to  be  no  need  to 
husband  or  develop  supplies.  We  used 
our  water  carelessly  without  any  thought 
of  the  future. 

But  only  a  few  short  years  ago  we 
came  to  our  senses  and  began  to  an¬ 
alyze  the  cold  facts.  We  discovered  that 
our  water  resources  were  not  unlimited 
in  the  face  of  a  rapidly  expanding  pop¬ 
ulation  and  the  demands  of  our  swelling 
industrial  complex.  Surveys  and  stud¬ 
ies  showed  us  that  there  was  no  doubt 
about  it;  we  must  design  a  national 
water  policy  to  enable  us  prudently  and 
efficiently  to  employ  this  key  resource. 

It  should  be  apparent  to  all  of  us  to¬ 
day  that  the  health  and  welfare  of  the 
American  people  in  the  years  ahead  will 
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be  dependent  on  the  availability  of  ade¬ 
quate  domestic  and  industrial  water  sup¬ 
plies.  It  follows,  then,  that  we  must 
construct  a  national  water  policy  that 
will  contribute  to  a  sound  regional  and 
national  development  of  this  vital  re¬ 
source. 

We  must  intensify  our  efforts  to  de¬ 
velop  our  water  resources,  to  perfect 
flood  control  measures,  to  improve  our 
waterways  and  our  harbors,  to  expand 
existing  hydroelectric  projects  and  in¬ 
itiate  others,  to  reduce  water  pollution, 
and  to  preserve  areas  of  our  lakes,  rivers, 
streams  and  coastal  waters  for  recrea¬ 
tional  purposes. 

Proper  water  development  is  exempli¬ 
fied  by  the  TVA.  TVA  is  a  model  not 
only  for  our  coimtiT  but  has  been  an 
example  for  similar  development 
schemes  throughout  the  world.  The 
measure  of  its  success  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  in  all  of  its  aspects.  It  is  a 
soui-ce  of  pride  to  me  to  point  to  TVA  as 
a  model  in  satisfying  water  resources 
development  in  all  of  its  ultimate  needs 
and  uses. 

We  can  no  longer  enjoy  the  luxury  of 
misusing  our  water  resources. 

Certainly  the  Federal  Government  has 
a  clear  responsibility  for  safeguarding 
and  developing  national  water  resources. 
In  the  national  interest  it  must  be  the 
overseer  of  these  resources  for  the  ulti¬ 
mate  benefit  of  all.  Management  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  duties  may  be  shared 
with  State  and  local  governments  and 
with  private  enterprise.  But  the  pri¬ 
mary  powers  must  remain  with  the  pri¬ 
mary  responsibility  which  is  held  by  the 
Federal  Government.  At  the  same  time 
there  must  be  imity  of  approach  as 
among  the  local.  State,  regional  and  na¬ 
tional  levels. 

The  report  of  the  President’s  Water 
Resom'ces  Policy  Commission,  1950,  said: 

The  national  interest  in  water  resources 
development  is  obviously  large.  It  Includes 
the  benefits  which  accrue  to  the  Nation 
as  a  whole,  such  as  the  strengthening  of 
national  security  and  the  national  economy, 
the  conservation  of  soil,  water,  forest,  and 
mineral  resources,  the  encouragement  of  a 
wider  and  more  economical  dispersal  of  in¬ 
dustry,  the  provision  of  opportunities  for 
new  investment  and  thus  for  employment, 
the  provision  of  an  adequate  supply  of  food, 
fibers,  and  electric  energy  at  reasonable 
prices,  and  the  expansion  of  opportunities  for 
the  public  enjoyment  of  recreation  and  wild¬ 
life.  The  amount  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  contribution  to  water  resources  devel¬ 
opment  should  be  determined  accordingly. 

Our  interior  waterways  and  our  coastal 
waterways  with  their  associated  facilities 
form  a  critical  transportation  complex  of 
paramount  importance  to  agriculture, 
industry,  and  the  national  security.  It 
is  an  essential  element  of  our  national 
policy  that  our  navigable  water  resources 
be  developed  and  used  to  the  fullest 
economical  extent.  Low-cost  water 
transportation  is  a  significant  factor  in 
the  location  and  establishment  of  indus¬ 
tries  today — and  will  be  in  the  future — 
as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 

A  national  water  resources  policy, 
then,  must  be  designed  to  maintain  and 
improve  these  important  links  in  Ameri¬ 
ca’s  overall  transportation  pattern. 


Flood  control  must  be  another  element 
of  this  national  water  policy.  Devastat¬ 
ing  floods  have  inflicted  great  human 
and  economic  losses  on  our  Nation.  An 
effective  flood  control  program  would 
preserve  human  life  and  effect  huge  an¬ 
nual  savings  by  protecting  the  Nation’s 
property,  its  soil,  and  its  forests.  Fur¬ 
ther,  it  would  conserve  our  dwindling 
water  supplies.  Flood-producing  con¬ 
ditions,  the  effects  and  repercussions  of 
floods,  and  the  flood-management 
measures  are  almost  always  of  much 
more  than  local  concern.  The  problem 
must  be  tackled  through  feasible  com¬ 
prehensive  river-system  or  regional 
water-resource  development  plans. 

Our  Nation  has  a  great  future  need 
of  power  capacity,  part  of  which  can  be 
satisfied  through  hydrodevelopment. 
Another  element  of  our  national  water 
policy,  then,  must  concern  itself  with 
development  of  electric  power.  The  eco¬ 
nomical  and  timely  expansion  of  electric 
power  will  have  most  fundamental  ef¬ 
fects  on  the  American  economy,  includ¬ 
ing  agriculture.  Power  is  one  of  the 
most  important  of  all  multiple-water- 
development  purposes  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  bringing  development  projects 
and  programs  into  the  economically  feas¬ 
ible  and  self -liquidating  ranges. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  protection  and 
expansion  of  our  domestic,  industrial, 
and  public  water  supplies  must  be  a  pri¬ 
mary  mission  of  our  national  water  re¬ 
sources  policy.  Our  water  requirements 
are  growing  and  will  continue  to  grow 
and  we  must  provide  more  water  by  care¬ 
ful  management  of  our  present  resources 
and  by  finding  new  resources. 

In  pressing  development  of  our  water 
resources  we  must  be  alert  to  the  in¬ 
creasing  needs  of  Americans  for  recre¬ 
ation  areas  and  to  the  necessity  of  con¬ 
serving  our  fish  and  wildlife.  Our  recre¬ 
ational  resources  must  not  be  merely 
preserved,  they  must  be  enhanced  and 
expanded.  Again,  the  TVA  is  a  fine 
example  of  the  substantial  and  benefi¬ 
cial  results  that  can  be  obtained  through 
recreational  planning  and  development 
coordinated  in  place  and  time  with  that 
of  other  water  uses. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  deeply  that  we 
must  not  falter  in  our  pursuit  of  a  com¬ 
prehensive,  fully  rounded  water  re¬ 
sources  policy.  We  are  moving  in  the 
right  direction  but  we  must  be  unremit¬ 
ting  in  our  determination  to  reach  the 
final  goal.  We  must  continue  to  move 
ahead. 

Mr.  AUCraNCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  has  very  great  responsibilities 
covering  a  wide  area.  It  considers  prob¬ 
lems  affecting  the  physical  well-being  of 
every  part  of  the  United  States  and 
reaches  decisions  on  projects  seeking 
the  solution  of  these  problems.  Every 
Member  of  the  House  has  perplexing 
questions  for  the  development  of  his 
district  and  introduces  legislation  for 
their  solution  which  reaches  the.  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works.  It  is  indeed  an 
important  though  not  spectacular  com¬ 
mittee. 


Consider  for  a  moment  the  scope  of 
this  committee’s  authority.  It  has  the 
policy  of  highway  construction  through¬ 
out  the  country  under  its  jurisdiction. 
The  planning,  building,  and  operation  of 
this  vast  road  system  requires  hard  and 
intensive  study  in  order  to  promote  a 
sound  expanding  national  policy  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  policies  and  laws  of  the 
various  States.  This  program  alone 
makes  this  committee  an  important  one. 
But  there  are  other  responsibilities. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  must 
consider  the  construction  of  public 
buildings  in  all  parts  of  the  country  and 
it  is  by  no  means  a  simple  task  to  de- 
tennine  where  a  building  should  be  lo¬ 
cated,  its  purpose,  how  much  it  should 
cost,  and  what  agencies  of  Government 
should  occupy  it.  These  problems  are  not 
easy  of  solution,  but  require  diligent  re¬ 
search  and  real  foresight.  New  Govern¬ 
ment  buildings  do  not  just  happen,  they 
are  the  result  of  careful  planning  and 
study. 

Then  there  is  the  enormous  problem  of 
flood  control  of  our  rivers  and  lakes, 
which  comes  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  committee.  Each  one  of  these  flood 
control  projects  presents  different  prob¬ 
lems,  frequently  involving  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  public  powerplants,  which  re¬ 
quire  careful  scientific  study  by  men 
specially  trained  in  that  field  of  experi¬ 
ence.  The  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  have 
time  and  again  proved  themselves  highly 
capable  to  carry  on  such  work  and  reach 
constructive  conclusions,  and  I  venture 
to  state  that  it  is  the  best  qualified  group 
in  the  world  for  this  type  of  work.  I  am 
sure  there  are  none  better.  This  engi¬ 
neering  knowledge  is  most  important  be¬ 
cause  the  solution  of  this  type  of  prob¬ 
lem  is  technical  and  costly,  and  our  tax¬ 
payers’  money  would  be  extravagantly 
wasted  if  scrupulous  care  was  not  used 
in  the  planning  for  the  future.  The 
Public  Works  Committee  should  never 
report  out  for  the  consideration  of  Con¬ 
gress  any  project  of  flood  control  without 
a  completed  report  from  the  Corps  of 
Aimy  Engineers  together  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Then  there  is  also  the  great  question 
about  the  maintenance  of  the  Nation’s 
rivers  and  harbors  and  the  protection 
from  erosion  of  our  shorelines,  in  Great 
Lakes  as  well  as  along  the  coastline. 
Here  again  keen  alanysis  by  trained  men 
is  required  to  reach  sound  and  farsighted 
conclusions.  Like  the  flood  control  prob¬ 
lem,  the  rivers  and  harbors  projects  are 
costly  and  care  should  be  taken  in  reach¬ 
ing  conclusions  for  their  solution.  It  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  to  make  sound  and  well- 
supported  recommendations  concerning 
these  matters,  and  it  should  never  ap¬ 
prove  a  report  to  Congress  on  any  project 
without  a  full  report  from  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers. 

The  bill  H.R.  13273  now  under  con¬ 
sideration  contains  many  fully  authenti¬ 
cated  projects  in  various  parts  of  the 
country  covering  flood  control,  rivers  and 
harbors  maintenance  and  protection 
from  beach  erosion,  but  unfortunately  it 
contains  a  few  projects  which  do  not 
have  the  final  approval  of  the  Corps  of 
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Army  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  These  projects  are  reviewed  in 
the  supplemental  report  signed  by  the 
minority  members  of  the  committee,  so 
I  shall  not  discuss  them  in  detail.  In 
these  remarks  I  wish  to  stress  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  moral  and  legal,  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  and  em¬ 
phasize  the  fact  that  such  unauthorized 
projects  should  not  be  included  in  any 
bill  for  the  consideration  of  the  House. 

In  accord  with  our  system  of  opera¬ 
tion,  the  House  relies  on  its  committees 
to  study  carefully  matters  submitted  to 
it  for  consideration,  and  expects  definite 
standards  to  prevail  for  the  protection  of 
all.  As  soon  as  projects  are  included  in 
the  so-called  omnibus  bill  which  fail  to 
meet  standards  based  on  the  approval  of 
responsible  and  experienced  Government 
agencies,  then  this  measure  can  properly 
be  called  the  pork-barrel  bill  to  the  ever¬ 
lasting  humiliation  of  all  of  us.  An 
omnibut  bill  should  provide  for  the  con¬ 
structive  benefit  of  America,  based  on 
sound  reasoning  and  study  and  should 
not  contain  measures  for  the  political  aid 
of  any  individual  Member  with  no  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  any  kind  from  anyone. 
To  maintain  the  dignity  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  fulfill  our  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  elected  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  we  should  refuse  to  permit  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  taxpayers’  money  for 
projects  without  the  approval  of  any 
qualified  Government  authority. 

I  have  served  on  the  Public  Works 
Committee  and  its  predecessor  commit¬ 
tees  for  about  20  years,  and  I  am  proud 
of  its  work  and  its  responsibilities.  I 
must  confess  however  that  I  do  shudder 
and  my  blood  pressure  rises  when  I  read 
in  the  press  that  the  committee  has  re¬ 
ported  out  a  pork-barrel  bill.  I  am  sure 
my  colleagues  join  with  me  in  that  feel¬ 
ing,  and  we  should  act  together  in  pro¬ 
tecting  the  fair  name  of  this  committee 
and  the  honor  of  this  very  great  legisla¬ 
tive  body  and  thereby  maintain  the  pres¬ 
tige  of  our  Government. 

(Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

Viic  T*ftTvi  Q  vlrc 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer! . 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
{3]r0S0IXt) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  three  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  we  have 
before  us  today  a  $2.3  billion  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  bill.  In  that  bill,  as 
I  previously  stated,  there  is  in  contro¬ 
versy  $144  million,  such  figure  repre¬ 
senting  the  dollar  value  of  the  projects 
involved  in  controversy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman,  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  and  friend  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Davis]  for  his  sincerity 


and  his  desire  to  attempt  to  get  out  a 
good  bill.  I  would  say  that  it  has  been 
the  objective  of  the  minority  through¬ 
out  the  consideration  of  this  bill,  and 
particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it 
has  been  brought  to  the  fioor  of  the 
House  at  an  unprecedentedly  late  period 
in  this  session  of  the  Congress,  without 
any  public  hearings,  without  any  oppor- 
timity  even  for  Members  of  Congress  to 
testify,  that  it  is  essential  in  protecting 
the  integrity  of  the  great  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  on  which  I  have  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  serving  for  8  years,  and  the 
integrity  which  I  think  is  essential  that 
we  protect,  because  we  have  the  duty 
of  protecting  the  rights  and  interests  of 
the  taxpayers  of  America  and  to  make 
sure  that  this  Congress,  this  House  and 
this  important  committee,  is  never  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  charge  of  pork  barreling,  to 
the  charge  of  favoritism,  to  the  charge 
of  playing  politics  with  public  works 
projects,  to  the  charge  of  not  getting  a 
dollar’s  worth  of  value  for  every  dollar 
of  the  taxpayer’s  money  spent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  objec¬ 
tive  throughout  as  a  member  of  this 
committee  to  make  certain  that  those 
fundamental  obligations,  I  believe,  of 
our  committee  and  certainly  of  every 
member  on  it,  are  observed.  That  is  why 
there  is  controvei*sy ;  that  is  why  there 
is  a  difference  of  opinion  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill  as  it  relates  to  these  particu¬ 
lar  projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  minority  when  it  believes  the  ma¬ 
jority  is  not  following  the  basic  concepts 
which  I  have  just  pointed  out  to  attempt 
to  see  that  they  are  observed,  particu¬ 
larly  in  a  situation  where  you  here  in  the 
last  few  days  of  the  session  allow  to  be 
brought  up  a  $2.3  billion  bill.  The  only 
hope  of  passage  of  the  bill  being  that 
controversy  is  left  out  of  the  bill,  the 
hope  for  passage  being  that  certain 
groimd  rules  are  established  and  ob¬ 
served  which  do  not  subject  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  this  Congress  to  charges  along 
this  line.  I  say  that  as  the  bill  is  pre¬ 
sently  written  it  does  involve  pork  bar¬ 
reling,  favoritism,  playing  politics  with 
the  taxpayers’  dollars.  With  reference 
to  those  groxmd  rules  I  though  there  was 
an  understanding  concerning  them  as 
we  started  consideration  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  at  this  late  hour. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  understand  that 
the  rules  to  be  observed  were.  No.  1, 
there  would  be  no  project  contained  in 
the  bill  that  was  controversial,  for  the 
obvious  reason  that  if  there  is  one  which 
is  controversial,  the  people  who  oppose 
it  should  have  a  right,  under  our  demo¬ 
cratic  form  of  government  and  system, 
to  be  heard.  That  is  the  least  their  right 
should  be.  But  everyone  of  those  peo¬ 
ple  was  denied  the  right  to  be  heard 
under  this  bill.  I  trust  and  hope,  and 
I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Davis]  agrees  with  me,  that 
this  shall  not  be  considered  a  precedent 
by  the  great  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  House  of  Representatives — the 
manner  in  which  this  bill  has  been  con¬ 
sidered. 

It  should  not  be  thought  throughout 
tills  Nation  that  those  who  are  interested 


in  hundreds  of  milions  and  even  billions 
of  dollars  of  expenditures,  concerning 
which  there  are  substantial  differences  of 
opinion  that  those  people  who  have 
those  differences  of  opinion  will  be  de¬ 
nied,  and  even  the  Members  of  Congress 
denied,  the  right  to  be  heard  on  these 
projects. 

So  that  is  why  I,  for  one,  have  insisted 
that  the  ground  rules  that  I  thought  had 
been  established  be  obseiwed.  That  is 
why  we  are  opposing  these  projects,  be¬ 
cause  on  them  the  ground  rules  were  not 
observed.  That  is  why  we  fought  as  hard 
as  we  did  in  the  subcommittee  and  in 
the  full  committee  to  try  to  make  this 
a  clean  bill,  with  good  projects,  sound 
projects,  with  a  preservation  of  the 
rights  of  the  taxpayers,  a  clean  bill  that 
could  pass  without  controversy. 

Well,  it  is  interesting  to  note  how  this 
bill  gets  before  us  at  this  late  date — and 
I  am  being  careful  in  the  words  that  I 
use.  So  far  as  I  can  determine,  the  rea¬ 
son  this  bill  was  not  properly  considered 
6  months  ago,  as  we  usually  do  on  omni¬ 
bus  rivers  and  harbors  bills,  with  per¬ 
sons  who  are  interested  being  given  the 
right  to  testify,  and  with  adequate  con¬ 
sideration  being  given  to  all  projects, 
with  proper  legislative  procedure,  is 
that  it  was  held  up  for  a  $900  million 
pork-barrel,  grab-bag  bill  that  passed  the 
House  a  few  weeks  ago.  We  spent  all  our 
time  trying  to  push  through  a  program 
that  is  unsound,  that  delegates  to  the 
President  unlimited  powers,  using  the 
taxpayers’  money  at  the  same  time, 
without  proper  congressional  authoriza¬ 
tion.  We  spent  half  of  this  Session  work¬ 
ing  on  that  $900  million  pork-barrel  bill 
rather  than  considering  a  sound  ap¬ 
proach,  based  on  meritorious  projects  in 
an  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill,  it 
being  the  duty  of  our  committee  to  do 
so  this  year,  on  a  biennial  basis. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  was  informed, 
and  I  think  authoritatively  so,  that  it 
was  generally  advised  that  we  would  not 
even  have  an  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
bill  if  the  $900  million  pork  barrel,  grab 
bag,  handout  bill  did  not  pass.  Well, 
it  has  passed.  And  I  am  one  to  say  that 
that  is  a  bill  that  is  going  to  come  back 
to  haunt  this  Congress  and  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  because  it  gave  to 
the  President  the  powers  that  are  re¬ 
served  to  the  Congress,  that  of  author¬ 
izing  the  projects,  precisely  what  we  are 
doing  here  today  and  should  be  doing 
in  other  areas.  But  that  is  past  history. 

Now  we  are  faced  with  a  $2.3  billion 
bill  in  which  there  is  $144  million  in 
controversy,  in  the  last  few  days  of  the 
session,  when  there  is  not  an  opportunity 
properly  to  consider  all  the  controversies 
involved;  and  due  to  the  fact  that  not 
to  strike  out  these  projects  will  jeopar¬ 
dize  the  entire  bill,  I  think  the  best  wis¬ 
dom  is  to  knock  them  out,  particularly 
in  view  of  the  statement  on  the  part  of 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  to  the  effect  that  we  will  be  hear¬ 
ing  another  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
bill  with  other  projects  early  next  year. 
It  also  might  lead  you  to  ask  why  has  it 
been  essential  to  include  a  number  of 
projects  in  this  bill,  and  in  particular  the 
$144  million  worth  of  projects  involving 
controversy? 
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It  is  important  that  we  protect  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  this  bill,  not  only  because 
of  our  responsibility  to  the  taxpayers 
of  this  Nation  but  also  your  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  House  in  conference  are  going 
to  have  to  face  up  to  the  other  body. 
And  again  I  say  that  as  far  as  I  can 
see,  the  only  hope  of  getting  a  bill  passed 
is  to  get  one  without  controversy  and 
tiT  to  hold  the  line.  So  far  as  the  House 
bill  is  concerned,  we  can  only  preserve 
the  House  bill  if  we  can  take  a  position 
based  upon  merit,  based  upon  the  fact 
that  we  observed  two  rules.  We  made 
them  and  stuck  by  them  because  they 
are  right;  Rule  No.  1  being  noncontro- 
versial  projects  on  which  hearings  thus 
would  not  necessarily  be  justified. 

Rule  No.  2,  projects  that  have  been 
cleared  by  executive  agencies. 

That  is  what  our  amendments  will  do. 
Thus  we  can  go  to  conference,  and  we 
can  say  to  the  other  body  we  have  pro¬ 
tected  the  integrity  of  our  bill  by  non- 
controversial  projects,  and  only  those  re¬ 
ported,  and  therefore  we  can  insist  on 
the  other  body’s  doing  the  same  thing 
in  a  sound  approach  in  the  last  few  days 
of  this  session. 

What  are  the  projects  in  controversy? 
Burns  Creek,  in  fiood  control,  $52  mil¬ 
lion.  China  Gardens,  fiood  control, 
$74,777,000.  Jones  Inlet,  beach  erosion 
control.  Estimated  cost,  nobody  knows 
what:  minimum  $4  million,  maximum 
$17  million.  Port  Elizabeth,  $230,500, 
annually. 

These  total  $144  million,  exclusive  of 
the  continuing  annual  costs. 

I  want  to,^ay  something  very  briefly 
concerning  the  rivers  and  harbors  pro¬ 
jects,  two  of  which  I  referred  to.  Fire 
Island  and  Port  Elizabeth,  that  do  not 
conform  to  the  basic  ground  rules  of  this 
bill.  The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin],  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  on  the  Flood  Control  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  will  discuss  the  Burns  Creek  and 
China  Gardens  projects,  along  with  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel]. 
Those  two  projects  violate  the  rule  of 
being  noncontroversial.  There  could 
not  be  two  more  cohtroversial  projects 
before  the  Congress.  They  have  no  bus¬ 
iness  in  this  bill  when  the  effect  of  hav¬ 
ing  them  in  this  bill  is  to  jeopardize  all 
public  works  projects  in  the  omnibus  bill 
that  is  here. 

Let  us  take  Fire  Island,  $17  million. 
I  invite  your  attention  to  the  minority 
views  in  the  committee  report.  There 
is  not  any  politics  in  my  approach  to 
this.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  two  pro¬ 
jects  I  propose  striking  out  are  in  Re¬ 
publican  districts,  and  I  freely  admit  it. 
I  still  say  if  we  are  going  to  protect  the 
integrity  of  this  bill,  a  very  good  bill 
that  abides  by  basic  ground  rules,  if  it  is 
essential  to  pass  a  bill  at  this  late  stage 
in  the  session,  then  we  should  take  out 
projects  that  do  not  conform  to  those 
rules,  be  they  Democrat  or  Republican. 

I  say  to  my  distinguished  colleagues 
who  are  Republicans,  who  I  know  are 
Interested  in  these  projects,  and  I  ap¬ 
preciate  it,  that  I  trust  they  will  go 
along  with  the  bill,  at  least  the  minor¬ 
ity  who  are  insistent  on  certain  ground 
rules  being  followed. 


Let  us  discuss,  for  instance,  Jones  In¬ 
let.  If  you  will  refer  to  page  240  of  this 
report,  you  will  see  a  discussion  of  Fire 
Island  Inlet  or  Jones  Inlet,  N.Y.  I  have 
had  the  privilege  of  visiting  this  project. 
I  am  very  sympathetic  to  the  project. 
I  realize  a  solution  must  be  found.  But 
what  is  the  status  of  the  study  or  sur¬ 
vey  that  is  presently  underway  pursuant 
to  previous  congressional  authorization? 
There  has  been  no  clearance  by  any 
Government  agencies.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  testimony  before  our  commit¬ 
tee  was  to  the  effect  that  the  witnesses 
representing  the  Erosion  Board  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  could  not  even  tes¬ 
tify  to  what  type  of  project  they  intend 
to  construct  at  this  location.  That  you 
will  find  in  the  minority  views. 

Secondly,  the  best  estimate  of  cost 
was — imagine  this,  we  are  supposed  to 
act  on  a  project  with  a  best  estimate 
of  cost  as  between  $4  million  and  $17 
million.  That  is  as  close  as  they  could 
come  to  it. 

The  survey  is  the  first  step  on  any 
project.  If  you  will  turn  to  page  238 
of  the  report,  you  will  find  every  step 
a  project  must  go  through  in  order  to 
conform  to  the  ground  rules.  This  proj  - 
ect  has  not  gone  through  any  of  them. 

You  say.  Why  observe  ground  rules? 
Because  you  as  Members  of  Congress 
yourselves  have  said  our  committee 
should  observe  ground  rules,  and  you 
have  made  it  basic  law.  On  the  bottom 
of  page  239  you  will  see  referehce  to  the 
fundamental  basic  law,  which  is  the  in¬ 
structions  to  the  committee  in  consid¬ 
ering  these  projects.  The  report  states: 

In  section  202  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
and  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  It  Is  de¬ 
clared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that: 

“No  project  or  any  modification  not  au¬ 
thorized,  of  a  project  for  fiood  control  or 
rivers  and  harbors,  shall  be  authorized  by 
the  Congress  unless  a  report  for  such  proj¬ 
ect  or  modification  has  been  previously  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  XJ.S.  Army, 
In  conformity  with  existing  law.” 

I  know  what  the  answer  is  going  to 
be.  It  will  be  that  we  have  waived  this 
in  other  cases.  * 

But  we  have  never  waived  it  to  my 
knowledge  in  a  case  similar  to  this  where 
you  have  last  minute  legislation  in  order 
to  become  a  law  of  necessity.  It  should 
be  noncontroversial  and  should  obey  the 
ground  rules.  So  that  is  the  difference. 
We  are  trying  to  pass  a  bill  involving 
good  projects  in  the  late  hours  of  the 
session  and  that  is  the  objection  of  the 
minority. 

Therefore,  I  will  at  the  proper  time 
offer  an  amendment,  as  the  second  rank¬ 
ing  Republican  member  of  the  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Subcommittee,  to  strike  out 
Fire  Island  Inlet  or  Jones  Beach.  If  you 
look  at  the  bill,  you  see  that  there  is  no 
cost  in  it.  There  is  no  figure  because 
there  is  no  way  of  knowing  what  the 
figure  is. 

Secondly,  I  will  offer  an  amendment  to 
strike  out  the  Port  Elizabeth  project.  It 
is  a  maintenance  project.  Yes,  it  is  a 
small  one.  Yes,  there  is  a  Republican 
who  is  interested  in  it.  The  cost  is 
$230,500  annually.  Elimination  of  this 
project  will  preserve  the  integrity  of  this 


bill  and  so  we  can  face  the  people  of  this 
Nation  and  the  taxpayers  and  say  we 
voted  out  a  bill  that  was  sound  and  was 
not  a  pork-barrel  approach  to  public 
works  projects. 

So  I  will  offer  an  amendment  for  the 
purpose  of  striking  that  out. 

I  have  one  other  proposal  which  I  in¬ 
tend  to  use  whatever  parliamentary  pro¬ 
cedures  are  available  to  me  to  try  to  get 
the  Congress  and  our  committee  to  con¬ 
sider  properly  the  amendment  written 
into  the  bill  at  the  last  minute  without 
any  hearings  and  without  any  report 
from  the  agencies.  It  appears  on  page 
13  known  as  section  102  which  complete¬ 
ly  amends  the  beach  erosion  control 
acts  and  permits  100-percent  participa¬ 
tion  by  the  Federal  Government  for  any 
damages  caused  by  beach  erosion  but 
limited  only  to  beach  damage  as  a  public 
function — not  including  any  other  pub¬ 
lic  function.  If  you  have  a  firehouse  or 
city  hall  damaged  by  erosion,  it  does  not 
conform  and  it  cannot  qualify  for  the 
fimds.  But  if  you  have  a  beach  and  a 
park — it  does.  That  does  not  make  any 
sense  to  me  at  all. 

It  also  provides  on  page  15,  lines  11 
through  13  direct  appropriation  of  $3 
million  to  be  obtained  from  other  proj¬ 
ects  that  have  already  been  appropriated 
for  by  the  Congress. 

Transfer  fimd  authority,  which  I  in¬ 
tend  to  object  to  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am  delighted  to  sdeld 
to  my  distinguished  friend  and  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  who  I 
might  say  has  shown  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
terest  in  the  Jones  Inlet  project,  and,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  he  was  our  host  when 
we  went  to  Jones  Inlet  and  Jones  Beach. 
Nothing  has  been  harder  for  me  since  I 
have  been  in  the  Congress  to  stand  up 
here  and  oppose  a  project  that  I  know 
my  distinguished  colleague  is  interested 
in  and  which  is  meritorious,  I  believe,  if 
the  Engineers  had  a  chance  to  come  up 
with  a  program. 

Now  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  distinguished  gentleman. 

Mr.  BECKER.  •  I  would  be  the  last  one 
to  quarrel  with  my  colleague  from  Flor¬ 
ida  on  the  matter  of  procedure  and  rules. 
The  only  point  I  would  like  to  make  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  Fire  Island-Jones  Beach 
Inlet  project  is  concerned,  the  erosion 
project,  is  that  this  is  an  authorized 
project  and  that  we  have  made  appro¬ 
priations  to  complete  the  first  phase  of 
this  project.  What  we  are  actually  do¬ 
ing  here  or  are  attempting  to  do  is  that 
because  of  studies  previously  made  by 
the  Army  Engineers  and  the  engineers 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  change  the 
manner  by  which  the  project  is  to  be 
continued  rather  than  by  dredging, 
which  is  what  took  place  in  the  first 
phase,  but  by  putting  in  some  type  of 
bsrass  pumping  operation  that  would  be 
permanent  and  always  keep  the  channel 
clear  as  well  as  providing  feeder  sand  for 
the  beaches.  That  is  why  I  hang  my  hat 
on  the  necessity  of  this  project  now  so 
that  we  can  continue  with  it,  and  next 
year  when  there  will  be  no  authorization 
bill,  we  at  least  can  complete  the  study 
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and  then  ask  for  the  necessary  appro¬ 
priation. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  this  is  a  review  report,  but  that 
report  has  not  been  refused.  We  do  not 
know  what  it  contains  or  how  much  it 
will  cost,  and  it  will  not  be  available  for 
6  months.  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman, 

I  will  be  the  first  one  to  support  his  pro¬ 
posal  as  a  separate  bill,  if  need  be,  next 
year  if  the  Engineers  indicate  it  is  sound 
and  if  the  cost  is  reasonable. 

Mr.  BECKER.  The  gentleman  says 
this  is  estimated  to  cost  between  $4  mil¬ 
lion  and  $17  million.  We  will  have  to 
come  back  here  next  year  for  the  neces¬ 
sary  appropriation.  Then  we  will  know 
what  the  cost  will  be. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  indicated,  that  we 
are  going  to  have  a  bill  next  year,  we  are 
going  to  consider  a  bill  next  year.  I 
would  support  a  proposal  for  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  put  in  a  separate  bill.  Then  it 
will  go  through  the  proper  procedure. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield 

Mr  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  per¬ 
haps  I  have  said  too  much  already,  but 
I  have  got  to  say  this  much  further. 
The  gentleman  talked  about  ground 
rules.  If  there  is  one  Member  of  this 
House  who  has  tried  to  play  by  the 
ground  rules,  I  have,  but  I  want  to  add 
that  the  patience  of  some  of  us  is  being 
sorely  tried. 

I  refer  again  to  the  effort  that  the  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  State  of  Indiana  have  made 
for  the  past  25  years  and  more  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  deepwater  port  on  Indiana’s  shore 
of  Lake  Michigan. 

If  you  want  to  know  what  the  ground 
rules  are,  I  refer  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
page  238  of  the  report  where  the  eight 
steps  involved  are  set  forth. 

Step  No.  1:  Assignment  of  investiga¬ 
tion  by  Chief  of  Engineers.  That  was 
done  years  ago  for  Indiana. 

Step  No.  2:  Public  Hearings  by  Dis¬ 
trict  Engineer.  We  have  had  hearings, 
and  hearings,  and  hearings. 

Step  No.  3:  Investigation  by  District 
Engineer. 

Step  No.  4:  Review  of  Division  Engi¬ 
neer  and  issuance  of  public  notice. 

Step  No.  5:  Review  and  hearings  by 
Engineer  Boards. 

Step  No.  6:  Preparation  of  proposed 
report  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  re¬ 
view  thereof  by  the  affected  States  and 
Federal  agencies. 

Step  No.  7:  Transmittal  of  report  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

As  of  late  June  of  this  year,  Mr. 
Chairman,  all  of  these  steps  were  behind 
xis,  as  far  as  this  project  is  concerned. 
Then  we  come  to  Step  No.  8:  Transmit¬ 
tal  of  report  to  Congress. 

I  just  want  to  say  that  while  I  recog¬ 
nize  the  necessity  of  following  the 
ground  rules,  when  you  come  to  that 
final  step — and  I  say  a  case  for  the 
building  of  this  harbor  has  been  made — 
when  you  come  to  that  final  step,  the 
report  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
I  am  getting  to  the  point  where  I  just 
do  not  believe  that  the  Bureau  of  the 


Budget  shoiild  have  the  final  determina¬ 
tion  for  whatever  reasons — ^they  may  be 
political  or  otherwise,  and  I  happen  to 
think  in  this  case  they  have  been  politi¬ 
cal — and  not  against  me,  since  it  is  only 
incidental  that  this  harbor  is  in  my  dis¬ 
trict.  The  whole  State  of  Indiana  has 
been  for  this,  they  are  for  it  now. 

I  just  want  to  serve  notice  that  if 
the  State  of  Indiana  from  our  Governor 
on  down,  and  the  bipartisan  port  com¬ 
mission,  are  to  be  foreclosed  here  today, 

I  am  not  going  to  continue  to  take  it 
lying  down.  'They  will  either  send  up  a 
report  in  compliance  with  the  report  of 
the  Army  Engineers,  a  carefully  drawn 
report,  or  we  may  forget  about  the 
gi'ound  rules. 

I  know  that  this  report  from  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  should  have  been 
forthcoming  weeks  ago,  and  as  I  said  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  I  was 
confident  it  would  be  here.  It  is  not 
here. 

Without  going  into  any  more  detail 
I  just  want  to  conclude  by  saying  that 
my  State  of  Indiana  is  not  going  to 
longer  be  foreclosed.  All  of  this  talk 
about  how  the  harbor  would  just  be  built 
for  some  selfish  interests  is  absolutely 
without  foundation.  Indiana  is  going  to 
have  its  harbor  one  way  or  the  other. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  appreciate  his  problem. 
This  has  been  the  reservation  I  have  had, 
and  illustrates  it  clearly — the  reserva¬ 
tion  I  have  had  about  the  manner  in 
which  this  bill  has  been  considered  at 
this  late  date,  in  this  short  period  of 
time. 

Who  has  controlled  what  has  gone 
into  this  bill?  The  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  put  his  finger  on  it  by  using  his 
project  as  an  example.  The  agency  that 
controls  what  has  gone  into  the  bill  in 
the  last  3  weeks  of  submission  of  new 
projects  has  been  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  There  is  no  question  about  that. 
They  have  selected  the  projects  to  come 
up.  There  have  been  some  Republican 
projects.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  had  a 
project  that  has  been  sent  up,  and  there 
have  been  other  projects.  But  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  has  control  of  what 
should  be  considered  under  this  short 
procedure  in  the  consideration  of  this 
authorization  bill  and  is  the  best  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  weakness  of  considering 
the  bill  in  the  manner  in  which  it  has 
been  considered.  I  can  remember  the 
criticism  offered  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et  under  President  Eisenhower,  but  I  do 
not  hear  any  today. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

I  want  to  say  that  we  have  agi'eed  to 
use  only  10  minutes,  and  I  regret  we 
have  used  25  minutes.  But  that  was  due 
to  the  nice  things  said  about  me  by  other 
Members. 

I  want  my  good  friend,  the  minority 
leader  from  Indiana,  to  feel  in  his  heart 
that  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  tried 
to  be  generous  in  yielding  to  him,  because 
if  any  man  or  woman  in  this  House  has 
any  doubt  about  whether  he  has  made 
his  case  for  the  public  harbor  at  Burns 
Waterway  in  Indiana  I  would  be  the  most 
surprised  person  in  world.  But,  trying 


to  keep  our  agreement,  I  want  to  an¬ 
nounce  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  there 
will  be  no  further  requests  for  time  on 
this  side  in  general  debate.  We  hope  to 
proceed  as  quickly  and  as  orderly  as  pos¬ 
sible  when  the  bill  is  being  read  for 
amendment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  is  a  $2,300  million 
bill.  What  is  the  reason  for  all  of  this 
circumscription  of  time  on  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  side  of  the  aisle?  I  assumed  you 
wanted  to  tell  us  what  is  in  the  bill  in 
detail.  I  am  surprised  you  only  asked 
for  2  hours  of  general  debate.  We  used 
an  hour  and  a  half  on  a  $400  million 
deficiency  apropriation  bill  a  little  while 
ago.  What  is  the  deal?  What  is  go¬ 
ing  on? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  We  ai'e  en¬ 
deavoring  to  cooperate,  to  dispose  of  the 
business  of  this  session.  I  stated  in  the 
beginning  that  this  was  a  big  bill.  The 
gentlemen  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  already  stated  their  position.  The 
gentleman  from  Florida,  who  always 
states  a  case  well,  has  refererd  to  four 
objections  to  this  bill  on  which  they  are 
going  to  lodge  objections,  plus  a  fifth. 
When  the  point  of  order  is  raised  on  the 
fifth,  I  can  say  to  h  m  now  that  it  will 
be  conceded,  so  there  will  remain  four. 

May  I  say  very  humbly  when  this  mat¬ 
ter  is  presented  and  the  objections  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are  stated  un¬ 
der  a  limitation  of  time,  and  when  we 
are  standing  on  the  bill  as  is,  asking  that 
there  be  no  further  additions,  recognizing 
that  we  are  going  to  be  up  against  a  bill 
in  the  other  body  providing  more  than 
a  billion  and  a  half  additional  dollars, 
we  will  do  our  dead  level  best  in  confer¬ 
ence  to  hold  our  ground.  I  do  not  think 
I  could  be  more  sincere  in  any  statement 
I  can  make  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross]  for  whom  I  have  the  high¬ 
est  regard. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
1 3aeld  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin]. 

(Mr.  BALDWIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  still  do  not  have  an 
answer  to  my  question  as  to  why  this 
attempted  restriction  of  time.  What  is 
going  on  here  today?  Now,  January, 
February,  March,  April,  May,  June,  July, 
August,  September  have  gone  and  this 
is  October.  Where  has  this  bill  been 
that  it  must  be  rammed  through  as  far 
as  time  is  concerned  on  an  almost  take- 
it-or-leave-it  basis? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  believe  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  was  querying  the  chair¬ 
man  on  these  points,  and  I  shall  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Davis],  on  that  point. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 
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Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  think  I  tried  to  ex¬ 
plain  it.  It  has  been  in  the  deep  freeze. 
The  only  thing  that  thawed  it  out  was 
the  $900  million  pork-barrel  bill,  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chainnan,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  will  say 
that  while  it  is  late  in  the  session,  you 
may  be  able  to  make  speed  by  proceed¬ 
ing  moderately  this  afternoon.  I  will 
say  this  to  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  I  would  like  to  get  out  of  Washing¬ 
ton  and  to  Iowa  as  well  as  anyone  else. 
But  I  do  not  like  the  kind  of  situation 
that  I  see  developing.  If  this  bill  is 
going  to  be  rammed  down  our  throats 
without  adequate  explanation  under  the 
5-minute  rule,  and  under  a  general 
debate,  the  timetable  for  adjournment 
can  be  all  out  of  gear,  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
I  would  like  to  say  that  it  has  been  a 
privilege  again  for  me  to  serve  as  the 
ranking  member  on  the  Flood  Control 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  and  to  work  with  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  that  Flood  Control  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Davis].  The  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  has  always  been  very  fair  to  me. 
It  has  been  a  privilege  for  me,  and  a 
pleasure,  to  work  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  that 
as  far  as  the  procedure  under  which  this 
bill  was  brought  to  the  House  floor  is 
concerned,  the  procedure  was  that  be¬ 
cause  of  the  inadequate  time  available 
to  the  committee  from  the  time  the  hear¬ 
ings  started,  there  being  only  about  2^4 
weeks  available  for  hearings,  that  both 
subcommittees  would  only  hear  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  occasionally  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress.  In  many  cases  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  were  asked  to  file  state¬ 
ments  and  told  that  there  was  inade¬ 
quate  time  in  which  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  procedure  is  all 
right  for  projects  that  are  noncontrover- 
sial.  r do  not  have  any  objection  to  the 
procedure  for  that  type  project.  But 
toward  the  end,  particularly  the  last  day 
of  the  Flood  Control  Subcommittee  hear¬ 
ings,  a  number  of  extremely  controver¬ 
sial  projects  were  added  to  the  agenda, 
and  brought  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  of  alj  the  167  projects 
in  this  bill  in  my  opinion  the  most  con¬ 
troversial  of  any  of  them  is  the  $52-mil- 
lion  Bums  Creek  project  in  Idaho.  I 
would  like  to  mention  just  briefly  the 
history  of  this  project,  because  I  think 
it  is  important  that  all  Members  of  the 
House  be  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  this  project  has  been 
pending  before  the  House  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  for  four  Con¬ 
gresses.  The  first  bill  on  this  subject 
was  introduced  in  the  84th  Congress.  It 
was  before  the  Interior  Committee,  but 
there  was  no  action  taken  on  it. 

In  the  85th  Congress  the  bill  was  again 
introduced.  A  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  held  2  or  3  days  of  hearings  on  it. 
However,  the  committee  took  no  action 
upon  it. 


In  the  86th  Congress  bills  were  again 
introduced  and  a  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  held  about  11  days  of  hearings 
and  meetings  on  it. 

Although  the  subcommittee  acted,  the 
full  committee  did  not  take  action  upon 
it.  In  the  87th  Congress,  this  Congress, 
the  project  was  again  before  the  full 
Interior  Committee,  and  the  Interior 
Committee  last  year  held  4  days  of  hear¬ 
ings  upon  the  project.  This  year,  ,in 
February,  the  Interior  Committee  voted 
on  the  project  and  voted  it  down  by  a 
vote  of  17  to  14. 

After  that  history  as  a  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  project  before  the  House 
Interior  Committee,  this  project  sud¬ 
denly  blossomed  out  as  a  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  project.  The  only  possible  conclu¬ 
sion  that  I  can  come  to  is  that  it  sud¬ 
denly  was  transferred  from  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
because  it  was  defeated  by  the  House 
Interior  Committee. 

The  Coiqjs  of  Engineers  sent  up  a  re¬ 
port  to  our  committee  just  a  week,  be¬ 
fore  the  end  of  the  hearings  submitting 
this  project  to  our  committee.  On  the 
last  day  of  the  hearings  the  committee 
heard  the  Corps  of  Engineers  only — no 
outside  witnesses.  The  following  day, 
two  Members  of  Congress,  one  for  it  and 
one  against  it,  testified  briefly.  One 
other  Member  had  written  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  the  opportunity  to  be  heard  on 
the  day  that  the  hearing  with  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  occurred,  but  he  was  not 
even  given  the  opportunity  to  testify  be¬ 
fore  the  committee.  In  the  committee 
files  are  requests  for  the  opportunity  to 
be  heard  from  the  United  Mine  Workers 
of  America  who  in  their  letter  said  that 
they  were  opposed  to  the  project  and 
wanted  the  opportunity  to  be  heard;  a 
letter  from  the  Electrical  Workers  Union, 
who  wanted  the  opportunity  to  be  heard 
against  the  project  and  were  denied  that 
opportunity;  a  letter  from  a  coal  com¬ 
pany  in  Wyoming,  that  stated  in  their 
testimony  last  year  that  the  effect  of  the 
Biu’ns  Creek  project  would  be  to  reduce 
the  mining  of  coal  to  the  extent  of  250,- 
000  tons  of  coal  per  year,  the  company 
being  the  one  which  has  a  contract  with 
a  private  power  company  that  was  going 
to  serve  some  of  the  area.  That  com¬ 
pany  was  not  given  the  opportunity  to 
be  heard.  ., 

A  letter  was  also  on  file  before  the 
committee  by  the  Utah  Power  &  Light 
Co.,  the  company  that  serves  some  of  the 
same  area  and  now  has  a  private  power 
project  under  construction.  That  would 
be  a  150,000-kilowatt  plant  which  would 
be  available  in  a  few  months  and  would 
serve  some  of  the  same  area.  And  that 
company  was  not  even  given  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard. 

Whatever  the  merits  of  this  project 
may  be,  the  Public  Works  Committee  as 
a  committee  of  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  owes  an  obligation  on  contro¬ 
versial  projects  of  this  type  to  give  the 
interested  witnesses  the  opportunity  to 
be  heard. 

Whether  we  agree  with  them  or  we  do 
not  agree  with  them,  certainly  this  House 
and  our  committee  owes  the  obligation 


to  interested  witnesses  to  give  them  the 
right  to  be  heard.  Once  we  give  them 
that  right  to  be  heard,  then  we  have  the 
right  to  come  to  a  decision,  whether  it  is 
for  or  against  their  point  of  view.  But 
to  take  a  project  and  throw  it  into  a  bill 
that  has  had  the  controversial  history 
like  this  has  and  bar  interested  witnesses 
from  the  opportunity  to  be  heard,  in  my 
opinion,  is  unforgivable.  This  is  not 
the  way  this  Congress,  in  my  opinion, 
should  handle  this  type  of  project. 

This  project  is  opposed  by  the  State 
of  Utah.  It  is  opposed  by  the  State  of 
Wyoming.  The  record  of  the  hearings 
before  our  committee,  just  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  present,  shows  in  the 
statement  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  it¬ 
self  that  both  the  States  of  Utah  and 
Wyoming  are  opposed  to  the  project. 

This  project  therefore  is  before  this 
House  today  with  interested  witnesses 
having  requests  on  file  with  the  commit¬ 
tee  3  months  ago  that  were  never  given 
the  opportunity  to  be  heard.  Certainly 
we  owe  them  the  right  to  be  heard. 

When  this  was  a  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  project,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
came  before  the  Interior  committee  and 
said  this  was  a  97-percent  power  project. 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  last  year  in 
the  House  Interior  Committee  testified 
before  the  House  Interior  Committee  and 
stated  that  there  was  no  flood  control 
in  the  plans  whatsoever,  it  was  97  per¬ 
cent  power. 

After  the  Interior  committee  turned  it 
down  in  Febniary  it  blossomed  out  as  a 
Corps  of  Engineers  project.  The  Corps 
of  Engineers  did  not  have  the  time  to 
make  a  new  design.  They  took  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  design,  and  they 
testified  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  would  build  this  project.  Since  they 
testified  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
would  build  and  operate  this  project,  it 
seems  even  more  clear,  therefore,  that 
basically  the  only  reason  it  was  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Interior  Committee  to 
our  committee  was  that  the  Interior  com¬ 
mittee  had  already  defeated  the  project. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  suddenly  said 
when  they  came  before  our  committee 
that  this  project  had  some  flood  control 
in  it,  but  even  after  that  it  still  had  some 
85  percent  power  in  the  project. 

The  United  Mine  Workers  said  that 
the  private  powerplant  to  be  constructed 
and  now  in  process  of  construction  at 
Kemmerer,  Wyo.,  will  serve  some  of  the 
same  area.  If  the  Burns  Creek  project 
is  constructed  it  will  reduce  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  coal  by  250,000  tons  a  year 
and,  therefore,  deprive  those  coal  miners 
of  their  occupation. 

There  was  some  testimony  in  one  of 
the  hearings  before  the  Rules  Commit¬ 
tee  that  the  Utah  Power  Co.  and  another 
plant  use  gas.  The  actual  facts  of  the 
matter  are  that  the  Kemmerer  plant  in 
Wyoming,  which  is  to  serve  some  of  the 
same  area,  is  being  designed  to  use  coal 
exclusively.  That  was  the  testimony  in 
the  Interior  Committee  last  year,  and 
that  testimony  has  not  been  refuted  from 
any  som'ce. 

Certainly  the  United  Mine  Workers 
have  a  right  to  be  heard,  the  electrical 
workers  have  a  right  to  be  heard,  the  coal 
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company  has  a  right  to  be  heard,  and  the 
private  power  companies  that  have  been 
serving  some  of  the  same  area  have  a 
right  to  be  heard.  Then  we  can  make  a 
decision,  whatever  it  may  be,  in  view  of 
the  testimony. 

In  this  bill  there  are  five  projects  in 
the  State  of  Idaho  amounting  to  $234 
million. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  would  like  to  finish 
my  statement.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee  said  he  had  30  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  HARDING.  The  chairman  said 
that  time  would  be  yielded  back.  If  the 
gentleman  will  not  yield  to  me,  I  will 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  refuses  to  yield. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 

point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 

withdraw  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  order 
is  withdrawn.  The  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  point  I  wanted 
to  make  in  conclusion  was  that  the  State 
of  Idaho  has  five  projects  in  this  bill 
amounting  to  $234  million.  The  total 
bill  is  $2,307  million.  That  means  the 
State  of  Idaho  has  more  than  one-tenth 
of  the  total  monetary  value  in  this  whole 
bill. 

According  to  the  1960  census  there  are 
600,000  people  in  the  State  of  Idaho. 
If  you  will  divide  600,000  into  $234  mil¬ 
lion  you  will  find  that  there  is  in  this 
bill  for  every  citizen  in  the  State  of 
Idaho  $350  per  person.  If  you  will  re¬ 
view  the  other  49  States  in  the  Union 
and  divide  their  total  population  into 
the  total  amount  of  money  in  the  bill  for 
the  other  49  States,  you  will  find  the 
average  sum  of  money  in  this  bill  per 
person  for  the  other  49  States  is  $12. 
Therefore,  the  State  of  Idaho  has  in 
this  bill  $350  per  person  and  the  other 
49  States  have  on  the  average  in  this  bill 
$12  per  person. 

This  would  certainly  indicate  that  we 
shouid  strike  the  Burns  Creek  project 
out  of  the  bill,  and  I  intend  to  offer  an 
amendment  for  that  purpose.  We  can 
give  that  project  adequate  hearings  next 
year,  and  certainly  the  State  of  Idaho 
will  not  be  treated  unfairly  because  it 
will  still  have  in  this  bill  almost  $200 
million  of  Federal  money. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  SchwengelI. 

(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
first  want  to  say  that  it  has  been  a  great 
experience  to  have  the  opportimity  to 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
with  some  very  distinguished,  devoted. 


and  dedicated  Members  of  the  Congress. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  as  others  have  to 
the  leadership  on  the  majority  and  lead¬ 
ership  on  the  minority  side  who  have  al¬ 
ways  sought  to  serve  the  public  interest 
and  to  pay  close  attention  to  the  desires 
and  interests  of  the  individual  members 
of  the  committee  and  the  Members  of 
the  Congress  as  a  whole. 

We  had  some  assurance  earlier  from 
the  majority  side  that  if  the  controversial 
projects  do  not  stay  in  this  bill,  and  I 
hope  they  do  not,  that  they  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  early  next  year  and  hearings  will 
be  granted,  as  they  should  be,  on  this  and 
many  other  projects  that  we  should  have 
considered  this  year  much  earlier.  Now 
this  is  not  complete  assurance,  I  say  to 
you,  because  this  presumes  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  majority  leader  will  be  the  majority 
leader  in  the  next  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress — and  I  do  not  believe  he  will  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  the  majority  will  shift 
to  our  side  of  the  aisle.  So  in  order  to 
have  complete  assurance,  I  would  like 
to  address  this  question  to  the  ranking 
Member  on  the  minority  side,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Auchin- 
CLossl.  Can  you  give  this  House  assur¬ 
ance  that  if  these  projects  are  taken  out 
that  they  will  be  considered  when  you 
take  over  as  chairman  of  this  committee 
in  the  next  Congress? 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  appreciate  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman.  I  am  very 
busy  trying  to  get  reelected  myself  to 
the  Congress  and  if  the  Congress  could 
only  adjourn,  I  think  I  will  be  reelected. 
If  I  am  reelected,  and  if  I  serve  on  this 
committee  and  we  control  the  House,  I 
assure  the  gentleman  that  we  certainly 
will  give  these  projects  serious  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  Now  we  are  assured  that  these 
projects  will  be  considered  in  the  next 
session  of  the  Congress. 

At  the  proper  time  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  have  the  China  Gardens 
project  taken  out  of  this  bill.  And  for 
these  reasons.  H.R.  13273  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction  of  the  China 
Gardens  project  on  the  Snake  River  in 
Idaho  at  a  cost  of  $75  million.  I  say 
to  this  House  that  this  is  a  controversial 
project.  There  have  not  been  any  public 
hearings  on  China  Gardens.  It  is  very 
controversial.  Public  witnesses  were 
denied  a  hearing.  There  is  an  obliga¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  to  at 
least  give  the  people  in  the  area  a  chance 
to  be  heard  as  to  whether  they  are  for 
or  against  the  project.  The  primary 
function  of  the  China  Gardens  would 
be  as  a  reregulating  dam  for  the  up¬ 
stream  High  Mountain  Sheep  and  it 
would  be  operated  in  coordination  with 
High  Mountain  Sheep.  The  Pacific 
Northwest  Power  Co.  has  an  appli¬ 
cation  pending  before  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  to  construct  High 
Mountain  Sheep.  The  Pacific  Northwest 
Power  Co.  has  committed  itself  in 
testimony  before  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  on  September  6,  1962, 
to  construct  China  Gardens,  if  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  will  make  grants'. 
It  is  adjacent  to  the  High  Mountain 
Sheep.  Extensive  hearings  have  been 
completed  and  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 


mission  decision  is  imminent  and  I  think 
almost  assured.  China  Gardens  can  be 
deferred  with  no  adverse  effect  on  the 
power  supply  in  the  Northwest  region. 
The  anticipated  ratification  by  Canada 
of  the  Columbia  River  Treaty  will  make 
available  large  blocks  of  electric  power. 
This  power  plus  the  power  of  the  Han¬ 
ford  reactor  and  other  hydropower 
projects  which  will  be  constructed  com¬ 
pletely  obviates  any  need  for  the  China 
Gardens  project  until  1970. 

That  is  important  data  to  remember. 
If  that  is  so,  we  have  pienty  of  time  on 
this,  and  this  is  virtualiy  a  100-percent 
power  project.  But  two-tenths  of  1  per¬ 
cent  benefit  go  to  other  phases. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  key  project, 
because  this  not  only  involves  $75  mil¬ 
lion,  but  involves  all  the  other  projects 
which  are  part  of  that  total  system  and 
probably  would  envision  saving  many 
millions  of  dollars  more. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  has 
just  made  a  very  important  point  right 
now.  I  have  in  my  hand  a  1957  estimate 
for  the  Columbia  River  and  tributaries, 
all  of  which.  Bums  Creek,  Knowles  Dam, 
which  is  in  the  Senate  bill,  Cliina 
Gardens,  which  is  in  this  bill,  Bruces 
Eddy,  which  is  not  in  this  bill,  but  is  in 
the  Senate  bill — the  total  cost  estimate  of 
those  projects  is  $478  million,  not  in¬ 
cluding  about  a  20 -percent  increase  in 
cost  of  construction  since  1957.  The 
total  cost  of  this  Columbia  River  Basin  is 
$1,169  million,  not  including  the  20-per¬ 
cent  increase.  Including  the  20-percent 
increase  the  estimate  is  $1,400  million. 
That  is  why  it  is  so  important  in  con¬ 
sidering  the  authorization  of  the  Burns 
Creek  and  China  Gardens  project — the 
gentleman  mentioned  the  High  Moun¬ 
tain  Sheep.  That  is  in  for  $198  million. 
It  is  essential  to  understand  that  this 
is  underwriting  this  entire  project  with¬ 
out  even  public  hearings  on  a  $1,500  mil¬ 
lion  Columbia  Basin  improvement  pro¬ 
gram.  Can  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  imagine 
such  irresponsibility  on  the  part  of 
Congress? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  It  is  terrible  and 
almost  unforgivable. 

Permit  me  to  say  in  closing  that  it 
makes  no  sense  to  consider  this  project 
now,  and  the  possibility  of  saving  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  is  very  good.  If  these  can 
be  justified  when  the  hearings  are  held 
next  year  we  have  the  assurance  they  can 
be  taken  care  of  at  that  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  If  this  body  knocks 
out  Burns  Creek  and  China  Gardens  we 
can  get  further  information  about  them 
next  year. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  Chairman,  because  the  philoso¬ 
phy  of  public  power  is  at  stake  in  this 
bill,  I  think  the  public  interest  is  served 
by  calling  attention  to  an  article  entitled 
“Our  Changing  Economy,’’  which  fol¬ 
lows: 

Our  Changing  Economy — Who  Pays  yob 
Federal  Power? 

(By  Maurice  H.  Stans) 

The  investor-owned  electric  utilities  In  the 
United  States  last  year  paid  ?1.312  billion 
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in  Federal  Income  taxes  and  $1,104  billion 
in  State  and  local  taxes.  Would  you  be  will¬ 
ing  to  eliminate  all  these  taxes  in  the  future, 
and  make  the  electric  companies  tax  free? 

Before  you  answer,  think  it  over.  A  sav¬ 
ing  of  $2,416  billion  in  this  way  to  the  util¬ 
ities  would  make  it  possible  for  them  to  cut 
all  their  electricity  rates  by  about  one- 
fourth. 

This  would  be  quite  a  saving  for  everyone. 
This  is  what  happens  in  areas  where  Federal 
power  systems  operate,  like  TVA  and  others. 
They  do  have  low  electricity  rates. 

So  far  it  sounds  good. 

But  then  comes  the  inevitable  question. 
Who  would  make  up  the  loss  in  revenues 
to  the  Federal  and  local  governments?  ^ 

The  answer  is  that  you  and  other  prop¬ 
erty  holders  and  income  earners  in  the  coun¬ 
try  would  have  to  pay  nearly  $2’^  billion 
more  in  taxes — of  one  kind  or  another — for 
the  governments  to  operate. 

This  circle  illustrates  a  major  distinction 
between  Federal  power  and  private  power. 
Federal  power  is  cheaper  only  because  it 
shifts  a  burden  of  Government  upkeep  onto 
others. 

To  clarify  this,  let’s  look  at  the  various 
costs  involved  in  your  electric  bill: 

Rather  obviously  such  items  as  fuel,  mate¬ 
rial,  equipment  and  supplies  presumably  can 
be  bought  at  similar  prices  by  private  enter¬ 
prise  or  Government.  Labor  rates  should  be 
roughly  comparable  also,  or  else  the  labor 
unions  should  look  into  the  matter.  So  this 
leaves  one  other  major  item: 

Taxes  cmrently  are  taking  around  24 
cents  out  of  every  $1  billed  to  customers  by 
private  enterprise  utilities.  But  Federal 
power  enterprises  pay  no  Federal  taxes  and 
out  of  each  revenue  dollar  may  pay  little  or 
nothing  to  local  and  State  governments. 

Sometimes  there  is  a  further  difference. 
Utilities  must  borrow  large  sums  of  money 
to  build  their  plants  and  distribution  net¬ 
works.  The  Federal  Government  can  bor¬ 
row  a  little  cheaper  than  private  companies. 
Local  tax-exempt  bodies  can  borrow  still 
cheaper.  And  one  Federal  program,  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration,  bor¬ 
rows  from  the  Federal  Treasury  at  2  percent 
although  the  Government  has  to  pay  around 
4  percent  for  the  long-term  funds  its  lends 
the  REA.  Again  the  taxpayer  makes  it  up. 

So  if  the  price  paid  for  Federal  power  is 
lower  than  that  for  private  enterprise  power, 
you  can  credit  these  two  cost  breaks  for 
which  every  taxpayer  is  paying  extra  to  make 
up  the  difference. 

At  the  present  time  one-eighth  of  the  in¬ 
stalled  generating  capacity  in  the  United 
States  is  Federal  power.  The  pressures  for 
more  spreading  of  this  deceptive  “bargain” 
grow  regularly. 

REA  asked  for  a  record  appropriation  of 
nearly  half  a  billion  dollars  this  year  (al¬ 
though  98  percent  of  the  farmers  now  have 
central  station  electricity) .  A  proposal  to 
build  a  Federal  power  unit  at  an  atomic  site 
at  Hanford,  Wash.,  was  barely  defeated  in 
Congress  a  short  time  ago.  And  now  Gov¬ 
ernment  planners  are  advocating  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  Federal  national  power  grid,  al¬ 
though  private  power  companies  have  a 
nationwide  system  of  interconnections  and 
are  building  more  each  year. 

The  arguments  of  Federal  power  propo¬ 
nents  don’t  hold  water: 

1.  There  is  no  need  for  Federal  power 
where  private  companies  are  willing  and  able 
to  do  the  job,  and  this  is  almost  everywhere. 
The  capacity  of  the  industry  has  doubled 
about  every  10  years. 

2.  Private  utilities  have  the  means  and  the 
finances.  ’They  already  have  invested  $46 
billion  in  power  facilities,  and  have  been 
spending  $3.2  billion  a  year  on  new  plant 
and  equipment.  They  will  have  $88  billion 
Invested  by  1970. 

3.  Federal  power  costs  in  actuality  are  not 
cheaper.  Federal  power  rates  are  lower  only 


because  of  Federal  subsidy  through  tax 
exemption  and  cheap  money.  Indeed,  the 
added  tax  burden  of  existing  federalized 
power  currently  exceeds  the  supposed  sav¬ 
ings  from  its  “cheap  power.” 

Nor  can  the  argument  be  used  that  private 
utilities  are  gouging  the  public.  Private 
utility  returns  are  regulated  rigidly  by  gov¬ 
ernment  public  utilities  commissions  which 
ordinarily  allow  between  5  and  7  percent  on 
invested  capital — hardly  a  get-rich-quick 
return. 

The  real  issue  in  Federal  power,  then,  is 
not  efficiency  or  economy  of  operation.  The 
real  issue  is  whether  we  want  growing  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  ultimate  socialization  of  the 
power  industry.  There  is  no  need  for  any 
increase  in  Federal  power  if  private  industry 
does  the  job  as  it  has  and  can.  The  trend 
ought  to  be  the  other  way,  if  we  believe  in 
free  enterprise  and  in  tax  equity.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  ought  to  give  private  companies  the 
opportunity  to  take  over  the  Federal  power 
operations  upon  a  demonstration  of  their 
ability  to  do  so. 

Unless  the  trend  of  recent  years  is  stopped, 
the  cost  of  Federal  power  to  us  taxpayers 
can  be  expected  to  go  up. 

Matched  against  any  standard,  the  in¬ 
vestor-owned  electric  power  industry  has 
demonstrated  an  amazing  record  of  com¬ 
petence,  progress,  and  service.  Rates  today 
are  about  one-third  of  what  they  were  50 
years  ago.  'America  has  more  power  ca¬ 
pacity  than  the  next  five  countries  in  the 
world  combined — three  times  that  of  the  So¬ 
viet  Union.  ’The  American  home  uses  nearly 
eight  times  the  electricity  of  the  Russian 
home. 

The  electric  industry  is  today  one  of  the 
outstanding  examples  of  successful  free  en¬ 
terprise.  Should  we  allow  it  to  be  slowly 
destroyed  at  the  price  of  industrial  socialism 
and  higher  taxes? 

(Mrs.  DWYEai  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Auchincloss)  was  given  permission 
to  extend  her  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record.) 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  is  important  to  clarify  the  record  with 
respect  to  the  item  concerning  the  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  Newark  Bay-Hackensack 
and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.,  project  which 
would  authorize  Federal  maintenance  of 
the  channels  to  Port  Elizabeth.  While  I 
appreciate  the  concern  of  those  who  ob¬ 
ject  to  this  and  other  projects  that  es¬ 
tablished  procedures  should  be  followed 
with  regard  to  authorization  of  such 
projects,  I  believe  a  closer  examination 
of  this  matter  will  reveal  that  in  all  es¬ 
sential  respects  the  Port  Elizabeth  proj¬ 
ect  meets  the  standards. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  CThainnan,  this  is  a 
very  modest  project.  There  are  no  con¬ 
struction  costs  whatsoever  involved  for 
the  Federal  CJovernment.  Annual  main¬ 
tenance  charges  are  estimated  at  $230,- 
500.  The  annual  benefits  have  been 
forecast  by  the  New  York  district  and 
North  Atlantic  Division  Engineers  to  be 
$8,078,000.  This  is  an  incredibly  high 
benefit-cost  ratio.  Even  after  adding 
non-Federal  charges,  which  include  the 
costs  to  local  interests  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  ship  berths  alongside  the 
branch  channel,  the  total  annual 
charges  for  this  project  amount  to 
$973,000,  for  a  corresponding  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  8.3  to  1. 

I  can  state  unequivocably,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  and  I  know  that  the  district  en¬ 
gineer  and  division  engineer  and  Port  of 
New  York  Authority  all  agree,  that  no 


matter  what  formula  is  used  for  the  cal¬ 
culation  of- benefits  and  costs,  the  ratio 
of  benefits  to  cost  will  be  overwhelmingly 
favorable. 

Those  who  object  to  the  Port  Eliza¬ 
beth  channels  project — and  I  believe  it  is 
worth  emphasizing  that  the  objections 
have  been  exclusively  procedural  and 
none  have  been  made  to  the  substance 
of  the  project — make  a  special  point  of 
the  fact  that  the  Governors  of  the  af¬ 
fected  States  have  not  had  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  comment  on  the  project.  I  do 
not  believe  this  objection  is  valid.  The 
principal  sponsor  of  the  project  is  the 
Port  of  New  York  Authority.  The 
Port  of  New  York  Authority  is  a  public 
body,  responsible  to  the  States  of  New 
York  and  New  Jersey,  and  charged  with 
the  responsibility  of  developing  and  op¬ 
erating  shipping  facilities  in  the  vast 
New  York-New  Jersey  port  area.  As  a 
matter  of  practice,  the  Port  of  New  York 
Authority  could  not  propose  a  project  of 
this  type  without  the  consent  of  the  two 
States  involved.  This  project  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
port  authority  and  was  made  a  part  of 
the  official  minutes  of  that  organization. 
Those  minutes  were  subsequently  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Govei'nors  of  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  and  were  approved  by  both 
Governors. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  conclude  therefore 
that  the  Governors  of  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  not  only  have  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  review  this  project  but  are 
wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  it.  I  main¬ 
tain  that  the  full  requirement  of  the  pro¬ 
cedure  referred  to  by  those  who  object 
to  the  project  has  been  met. 

I  should  also  like  to  point  out,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  channel  mainte¬ 
nance  which  would  be  authorized  by  this 
provision  of  the  bill  is  the  same  as  main¬ 
tenance  previously  authorized  by  the 
Congress  for  other  shipping  channels  in 
the  area  and  specifically  for  the  channels 
leading  to  Port  Newark.  Port  Newark  is 
located  immediately  adjacent  to  Port 
Elizabeth,  and  the  two  projects,  insofar 
as  channel  maintenance  is  concerned, 
are  exactly  similar. 

There  is  nothing  precedent  setting 
about  this  project  in  any  way.  The 
channels  involved  are  vital  to  the  for¬ 
eign  and  domestic  seagoing  commerce 
of  the  United  States.  They  are  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  biggest  and  most  im¬ 
portant  international  port  in  the  world. 
The  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  clear  and  indisputable. 

One  final  point,  Mr.  Chairman.  Those 
who  object  to  this  project  contend  that 
there  is  no  particular  reason  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  authorize  Federal  maintenance 
of  the  channels  at  this  time.  I  would 
strongly  disagree  with  this  contention. 
A  large  part  of  the  network  of  channels 
to  Port  Elizabeth  have  been  constructed 
and  are  now  in  use.  An  increasing  vol¬ 
ume  of  shipping  is  currently  moving 
through  these  channels.  Cargo  han¬ 
dling  facilities  are  in  existence  and  are 
under  construction  along  these  channels. 
A  portion  of  the  channels  has  been  in 
use  for  as  long  as  a  year.  The  problem 
of  maintenance,  therefore,  is  a  present 
one  which  should  not  be  postponed. 

In  summaiT,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  share 
my  colleagues’  concern  that  procedural 
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reqmrements  are  important  and  should 
be  insisted  upon  by  Congress  in  the 
consideration  of  navigation  and  other 
public  works  projects.  For  the  reasons 
I  have  outlined,  I  believe  these  require¬ 
ments  have  been  met  in  all  significant 
respects.  I  hope  the  House  will  approve 
the  inclusion  of  the  Port  Elizabeth  chan¬ 
nels  item  in  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Harrison]. 

(Mr.  HARRISON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  regret  that  the  proponents 
of  the  Burns  Creek  project  have  seen  fit 
to  bring  this  project  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  today  in  the  public  works  au¬ 
thorization  bill.  I  also  regret  that  they 
have  seen  fit  to  bring  this  project  before 
us  under  a  procedm’e  which  denied  the 
opponents  of  the  project  any  chance 
whatsoever  to  testify  and  to  make  their 
opposition  and  reason  for  such  opposi¬ 
tion  known.  It  has  been  brought  to  the 
floor  under  a  procedure  of  a  closed  hear¬ 
ing  with  one  witness,  and  that  one  wit¬ 
ness  being  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
My  own  State  of  Wyoming  desired  to 
testify  in  opposition  and  made  their  op¬ 
position  clear  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
but  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  op¬ 
position  of  the  State  of  Wyoming  was 
not  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  procedure  used  on  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation  not  only  is  one  which 
denies  the  rights  of  States  and  indi¬ 
viduals  to  express  their  views  on  mat¬ 
ters  affecting  them,  but  it  also  marks  a 
new  course  in  handling  legislation  before 
the  House — a  course  which  has  taken  a 
bill  turned  down  by  the  House  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  after  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings,  and  brought  it  before 
the  Public  Works  Committee  under  an 
entirely  different  theory  that  it  was  now 
a  flood  control  project  and  not  a  re¬ 
clamation  project. 

The  Burns  Creek  project  has  been  be¬ 
fore  the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee,  the  committee  on  which 
I  serve,  on  four  different  occasions.  At 
no  time  was  it  ever  claimed  that  this 
project  was  a  fiood  control  project  and 
at  no  time  were  any  benefits  claimed  for 
it  under  the  heading  of  flood  control. 
If  there  had  been  the  proponents  would 
surely  have  claimed  them.  The  House 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
turned  this  project  down  last  February  7 
because  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee  that  this  was  not 
a  true  reclamation  project,  but  was  a  98- 
percent  public  power  project  with  2  per¬ 
cent  being  distributed  between  irriga¬ 
tion  and  wildlife  and  recreation  benefits. 
The  proponents  have  chosen  on  all  these 
occasions  to  bring  this  bill  before  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  as  a  reclamation  project.  That 
was  their  choice.  The  House  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  accepted 
the  responsibility  of  hearings  on  this  leg¬ 
islation  in  good  faith.  We  gave  it  a  fair 
and  impartial  hearing.  We  allowed  all 
witnesses,  whether  for  or  against  the 
project,  to  appear  and  testify  or  to  put 


their  testimony  in  the  record — quite  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  action  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee. 

The  action  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  progress  of  this  bill  as  a  flood 
control  measure  has  been  veiled  in 
secrecy  from  the  beginning.  Neither  my¬ 
self  nor  the  State  of  Wyoming  was  noti¬ 
fied  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  a 
hearing  would  be  held  on  May  4  on  this 
project.  When  I  learned  of  the  proposed 
hearing  and  asked  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
why  we  were  not  notified,  I  was  told 
that  only  the  congressional  delegation  of 
Idaho  was  notified.  Both  the  State  of 
Wyoming  and  myself  made  requests  for 
a  continuance  on  this  hearing,  asking 
that  we  be  allowed  to  testify  before  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  This  was  refused. 
Following  their  May  4  meeting  in  which 
the  corps  approved  this  project,  the 
State  of  Wyoming  was  requested  to  give 
their  views  on  Burns  Creek.  This  was 
prepared  by  the  State  of  Wyoming  and 
forwarded  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
was  a  protest  against  the  building  of 
this  project  and  yet,  I  understand  that 
the  testimony  of  the  State  was  not  made 
available  to  the  committee. 

The  Utah  Power  &  Light  Co.  is  build¬ 
ing  a  steam  generation  plant  at  Kem- 
merer,  Wyo.,  which  will  serve  that  whole 
southwest  area  with  electric  power. 
This  plant  is  nearly  completed  and  it  will 
supply  employment  for  a  great  many  now 
unemployed  miners  and  will  help  the 
economy  not  only  of  these  individuals, 
but  of  the  whole  area.  This  plant  will 
furnish  taxes  to  the  United  States  and 
to  the  State  of  Wyoming.  It  can  and 
it  will  supply  power  to  the  areas  in  Wyo¬ 
ming  which  it  is  proposed  that  the  Burns 
Creek  project  supply. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  raised  the  figure 
from  about  $46  to  $52  million  for 
this  project.  The  reason  for  this 
being  given  that  they  must  add  some 
flood  control  measures  to  it,  which  is  a 
clear  indication  that  the  project  itself 
had  to  have  something  added  to  it  to  give 
the  Engineers  jurisdiction.  Then  again, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  proposes  to  turn 
over  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  the 
building  of  this  dam  and  its  operation 
as  a  multiple-unit  project  under  the 
same  construction  plans.  If  it  is  a  true 
flood  control  project,  and  not  a  reclama¬ 
tion  project  as  it  was  proposed  before 
our  committee,  then  why  does  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  turn  it  back  to  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation?  There  is  no  reason  why 
this  project  cannot  be  put  over  until  next 
year.  It  is  controversial  and  it  should 
receive  a  full  hearing  with  everyone 
given  a  chance  to  testify  either  for  or 
against  it.  I  hope  that  the  Members  of 
this  House  will  support  the  motion  to 
strike  this  project  from  the  bill  so  that 
proper  procedures  can  be  followed,  and 
those  of  us  who  oppose  this  project,  and 
the  States  that  oppose  this  project  have 
their  rights  protected. 

(Mr.  KEARNS  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Auchincloss)  was  given  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

[Mr.  KEARNS  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 


Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Robi¬ 
son]. 

(Mr.  ROBISON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  vote  against  this  bill — H.R. 
13273 — the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
and  flood  control  authorization  bill,  and 
I  would  like  to  take  just  a  minute  or 
two  to  tell  my  colleagues  why. 

Not  only  does  H  R.  13273  contain — as 
the  supplemental  views  of  the  minority 
Members  point  out — projects  which 
ought  to  be  deleted  as  either  being  op¬ 
posed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  or  be¬ 
cause  they  have  not  been  submitted  to 
Congress  in  accordance  with  normal 
procedures,  but  it  also  contains  several 
projects  which  we  now  know  are  con¬ 
troversial,  and  on  which  the  opponent’s 
thereof  have  been  denied  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard.  How  many  more  are  in 
this  latter  category.  No  one  knows. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  all  of  you  will 
know  as  much  about  all  of  the  projects 
which  would  be  authorized  by  this  bill — 
projects  totalling  over  $2  billion  worth 
in  estimated  cost — as  we  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  know,  merely  by  having  reference  to 
the  committee  report  which  sets  forth 
a  summary  of  each  such  project  as  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Army  Engineers.  Why  is 
that?  Because  those  brief  summaries 
were  all  the  information  of  any  of  these 
projects  that  we  had,  for — under  the 
ground  rules  set  up  for  us;  rules  with 
which  I  suspect  the  chairman  of  our  sub¬ 
committee  and  my  very  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  Mr.  Davis] 
did  not  agree — the  only  witnesses  we 
were  permitted  to  hear  were  witnesses 
from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  even 
their  time  was  strictly  limited. 

Now,  it  may  well  be  that  even  if  we 
had  held  full,  open  hearings  in  the  usual 
manner,  we  would  still  have  reported  to 
you  a  bill  containing  all  or  nearly  all  of 
the  same  projects  as  are  set  forth  in 
H.R.  13273.  I  would  have  had  no  quar¬ 
rel  with  any  such  result,  and  I  would 
have  supported  such  a  bill  for  I  fully 
appreciate  the  necessity  of  periodic  legis¬ 
lation  of  this  sort. 

However,  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rather  re¬ 
sent  being  used  as  a  rubber  stamp.  I 
believe  that  my  responsibility  to  the 
people  I  represent  and  to  the  people  of 
this  Nation  goes  well  beyond  that.  Now, 
perhaps  the  great  majority  of  the  proj¬ 
ects  in  this  bill  are  truly  noncontro- 
versial  and  are  fully  justified,  but, 
frankly,  I  do  not  know  how  we  on  the 
committee  could  so  detennine  on  the 
basis  of  the  limited  evidence  we  had  be¬ 
fore  us.  And  I  doubt  that  it  mitigates 
our  conduct  at  all  for  us  to  ease  our 
conscience  by  saying  that,  after  all, 
this  is  only  an  authorization  bill  and  the 
Appropriations  Committees  will  give  each 
of  these  projects  a  more  careful  look  be¬ 
fore  anything  else  is  done  thereon. 

That  is  true,  but  the  hardworking  and 
overworked — if  I  may  say  so — Appi-o- 
priations  Committees  also  have  a  right 
to  assume  that  we,  on  our  part,  have  giv¬ 
en  the  justification  for  these  millions  of 
dollars  worth  of  new  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  our  full  and  careful  consideration. 
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I  am  just  as  tired  and  ready  to  go 
home  as  any  of  you — ^maybe  more  so— 
but  my  conscience  simply  will  not  permit 
me  to  believe  that  our  committee — a 
committee  of  which  I  have  heretofore 
been  proud  to  be  a  member — has  lived 
up  to  its  full  responsibility  in  this  in¬ 
stance.  We  have,  I  think,  had  ample 
time  in  which  to  do  so,  but  it  is  not  my 
right  to  speculate  on  why  we  did  not. 

However,  it  is  my  right — in  protest — 
to  vote  against  this  bill,  which  I  fully  in¬ 
tend  to  do  and  I  invite  any  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  feel  similarly  inclined  to 
join  me  in  doing  so. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  that  means  no 
omnibus  bill  this  year,  so  be  it.  There 
is  not  much  of  “this  year”  left  anyway, 
and  if  that  is  the  case  then  perhaps  we 
will  come  back  in  January,  prepared  and 
determined  to  do  a  proper  job. 

(Mr.  GRAY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Davis  of  Tennessee)  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3273,  a  bill  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation 
of  certain  public  works  projects  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes.  It  has  been  my 
pleasure  to  serve  on  the  important  Sub¬ 
committees  on  Rivers  and  Harbors  and 
Flood  Control  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  for  8  years  and  although 
time  has  been  running  against  us  in  the 
closing  days  of  this  session,  I  can  truth¬ 
fully  say  that  I  have  never  witnessed  a 
greater  display  of  teamwork  than  has 
been  shown  by  our  chairman,  our  sub¬ 
committee  chairmen,  the  members  of  the 
committee,  and  the  staff.  I  want  to 
personally  commend  my  friend,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Tennessee, 
Mr.  Clifford  Davis,  and  my  friend  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Blatnik],  chairmen  of  the  Flood 
Control  and  Rivers  and  Harbors  Sub¬ 
committees,  respectively.  They  have 
done  a  magnificent  job  on  this  bill.  I 
also  want  to  publicly  commend  our  chief 
clerk  Mrs.  Margaret  Beiter,  our  consul¬ 
tant  engineer,  Mr.  Joe  Brennan,  and 
Richard  Sullivan  our  counsel.  They 
have  truly  worked  like  Trojans  and  along 
with  other  members  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee  staff  have  done  an  outstand¬ 
ing  job. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  this  is  an  all-American 
bill.  This  is  not  a  so-called  “pork  bar¬ 
rel!”  bill  as  has  been  stated  on  the  floor 
previously. 

This  is  a  bill  to  improve  commerce  and 
navigation,  supply  much  needed  protec¬ 
tion  for  flood  control,  provide  recreation, 
Industral  development,  and  meet  other 
essential  economic  ingredients  needed 
for  a  bigger  and  better  America.  America 
wll  be  stronger  and  most  certainly  a 
better  place  in  which  to  live  because  of 
the  tremendous  benefits  that  will  ulti¬ 
mately  be  derived  from  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  particularly  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  committee  for  allowing  several 
projects  in  Illinois  be  included  in  this 
legislation.  Coming  from  a  district  that 
is  bounded  on  both  sides  by  the  two  great 
rivers,  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi,  we  have 
far-reaching  problems  on  the  tributaries 
of  these  rivers.  We  have  many  God- 


given  natural  resources  in  the  area  and 
I  am  confident  that  the  projects  included 
in  this  bill  will  help  our  area  gain  full 
employment,  in  the  not  too  distant  fu¬ 
ture.  We  have  been  spending  untold 
millions  in  the  past  for  relief  handouts 
and  at  present  have  as  many  as  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  employable  force  unemployed 
in  some  counties  of  my  district.  Serious 
flood  damages  annually,  of  course,  only 
aggravate  a  bad  situation.  The  projects 
I  am  about  to  list  that  are  included  in 
this  bill  for  my  district  will  help  control 
floods,  improve  economic  benefits,  and 
provide  much  needed  facilities,  that  have 
been  lacking  in  the  past.  There  is  an 
authorization  in  this  legislation  for  the 
Kaskaskia  River  navigation  project  and 
although  the  cost  is  $58.2  million  to  the 
Federal  Government  we  already  have 
promised  over  $300  million  in  private 
capital  investment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  makes  sense  when  we 
can  invest  $58  million  in  Federal  funds 
and  receive  benefits  many  times  over 
coming  back  to  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  form  of  taxes  and  repayments. 
We  also  have  in  this  bill  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  $35.5  million  for  the  Rend  Lake 
Reservoir  in  southern  Illinois.  I  could 
speak  all  day  on  the  need  for  Rend  Lake 
but  will  suflBce  to  say  that  the  project 
will  alleviate  floods  in  the  Big  Muddy 
Basin,  provide  a  much  needed  water  sup¬ 
ply  for  industi-y,  give  us  a  tremendous 
recreation  area  that  can  be  enjoyed  by 
aU  Americans  and  other  multipurpose 
benefits.  We  also  have  included  in  the 
legislation  an  amendment  deleting  the 
amount  of  local  cash  contribution  re¬ 
quired  for  the  Saline  River,  Ill.,  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  by  Congress  in  1958.  In¬ 
cluded  in  the  Flood  Control  section  of 
the  bill  is  a  project  to  alleviate  floods 
along  the  Mississippi  River  on  Kaskaskia 
Island  between  Ste.  Genevieve  and  St. 
Marys,  Mo.  This  flood  control  work  on 
the  Illinois  side  of  the  Mississippi  River 
in  Randolph  Coimty,  Ill.,  is  in  the 
amount  of  $2,500,000.  Included  in  the 
bill  is  a  vitally  needed  flood  control  proj¬ 
ect  in  the  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Land¬ 
ing  Drainage  and  Levee  No.  2,  Illinois, 
in  the  amount  of  $1,112,000.  Also  a  proj¬ 
ect  in  the  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee 
District  No.  3,  Illinois,  flood  control  works 
in  the  amoimt  of  $986,000  and,  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  project  in  the  Prairie  du 
Pont  Levee  and  Sanitary  District,  Ill.,  in 
flood  control  work  in  the  amount  of 
$921,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  above  projects  are 
vitally  needed  in  the  basins  surrounded 
by  the  two  great  rivers,  the  Ohio  and  the 
Mis^ssippi,  and  I  again  want  to  thank 
the  Committee  and  my  colleagues  for 
supporting  this  much  needed  legislation 
containing  these  valuable  projects. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

(Mr.  DORN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Davis  of  Tennessee)  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  DORN  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 


sume  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Flynt]. 

(Mr.  FLYNT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  13273,  a  bill  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preseiwation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

This  is  legislation  which  usually  every 
2  years  is  brought  before  the  Congress 
for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  certain 
public  works  projects  in  the  nature  of 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
projects  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes 
in  the  interest  of  a  strong  and  vital 
United  States. 

The  projects  which  are  authorized  by 
this  legislation  are  in  the  nature  of  capi¬ 
tal  investments  which  will  be  of  benefit 
to  oui’  Nation  and  its  citizens  for  many 
years  ahead.  Most  of  these  projects  will 
be  self -liquidating,  and  over  the  period 
of  their  lives  will  return  to  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  more  than  the  cap¬ 
ital  outlay,  including  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion,  interest  charges,  and  maintenance 
of  operation. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  this 
bill  contains  a  provision  for  substantial 
river  development  on  the  Chattahoochee 
River  in  the  form  of  a  multipurpose  dam 
and  reservoir  in  the  vicinity  of  West 
Point,  Troup  Coimty,  and  Franklin, 
Heard  County,  Ga.,  and  adjacent  terri¬ 
tory  in  Alabama. 

The  lower  reach  of  the  Chattahoochee 
River  forms  a  portion  of  the  boundary 
between  Georgia  and  Alabama.  Its 
headwaters  are  in  the  mountains  of 
north  Georgia.  It  drains  the  north 
central  portion  of  Georgia  as  well  as 
the  southwest  portion  of  Georgia  and  the 
southeast  portion  of  Alabama.  The 
drainage  basin  of  the  Chattahoochee 
River  is  440  miles  long  and  averages  30 
miles  in  width.  The  confluence  of  the 
Chattahoochee  and  Flint  Rivers  join  to 
form  the  Apalachicola  River. 

The  authority  for  the  inclusion  of  this 
portion  of  the  bill  is  contained  in  resolu¬ 
tions  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted 
July  29,1955,  in  the  84th  Congress  and 
July  31,  1957,  in  the  85th  Congress. 

During  recent  years,  in  fact  twice  dur¬ 
ing  one  12  month  period,  flood  damage 
in  what  is  referred  to  as  the  middle  reach 
of  the  Chattahoochee  River  has  been 
substantial.  Flood  damage  at  and  below 
West  Point,  Ga.,  has  been  estimated  to 
average  $600,000  annually,  and  there  was 
an  estimated  $2  million  damage  in  a 
2-year  time  frame  including  1961  and 
1962. 

There  is  also  an  increasing  demand 
for  power  in  the  area  to  be  served  by  this 
project. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement 
includes  construction  of  West  Point  Dam 
and  Reservoir  for  hydroelectric  power, 
flood  control,  navigation,  and  recreation. 
The  dam  would  be  located  at  river  mile 
201.4  and  would  form  a  reservoir  of  553,- 
000  acre-feet  capacity;  282,000  acre-feet 
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would  be  for  power  purposes  except  for 
flood  control  storage  use  of  a  maximiun 
of  204,000  acre-feet  from  December 
through  April.  Storage  of  158,000  acre- 
feet  would  also  be  usable  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  above  the  power  pool. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3.  The  an¬ 
nual  charges,  including  interest  and 
amortization,  maintenance,  operation, 
replacement,  and  taxes  foregone,  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  $2,671,000.  The  annual  bene¬ 
fits,  including  flood  control,  power,  recre¬ 
ation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  navigation, 
amount  to  $3,524,000. 

The  reports  from  the  States  of  Georgia 
and  Alabama  were  favorable  to  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  this  project.  The  affected 
Federal  agencies,  including  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Interior,  Agriculture,  Commerce 
and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  and  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  submitted  written 
statements  stating  that  there  was  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  authorization  of  the  proj¬ 
ect. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

It  is  my  belief  that  this  project  will 
be  of  great  benefit  and  value  to  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  area  which  we  refer  to  as 
west  central  Georgia.  It  will  also  be  of 
value  to  our  adjoining  State  of  Alabama. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  especially  to  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Flood  Control,  to  both 
U.S.  Senators  from  Georgia,  Hon. 
Richard  B.  Russell  and  Hon.  Herman 
E.  Tal  MADGE,  to  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  and  to  all  others  who  have  par¬ 
ticipated  and  cooperated  in  making  pos¬ 
sible  the  authorization  for  the  West 
Point  dam  and  reservoir.  To  each  of 
those  Members  of  Congress,  engineer 
oflScials,  and  private  citizens  who  have 
worked  diligently  for  this  cause,  I  ex¬ 
press  my  gratitude  and  appreciation. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  have  no  further  requests  for 
time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  five  Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  ■ 

TITLE  I - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  Im¬ 
provement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the 
respective  reports  hereinafter  designated: 
Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  section  1  of 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March 
2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy- 
ninth  Congress,  first  session) ,  shall  govern 
with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this 
title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth 
with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports 
for  works  of  Improvement  for  navigation  or 


flood  control  and  for  Irrigation  and  purposes 
incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein 
set  forth  in  full: 

Navigation 

Narraguagus  River,  Maine:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  530,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine:  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  118,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $205,000; 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine :  House  Document 
Numbered  500,  Eighty-seventh  Congi-ess,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $700,000; 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document 
Numbered  216,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,340,000; 

Kennebunk  River,  Maine :  House  Document 
Numbered  459,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $270,000; 

Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  River, 
Maine  and  New  Hampshire :  House  Document 
Numbered  482,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  341,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,100,000; 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts;  House 
Document  Numbered  516,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  350,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,843,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  River,  Massa¬ 
chusetts:  Senate  Document  Numbered  126, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,050,000; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts;  Senate 
Document  Numbered  124,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Rhode  Island :  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  236,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $210,000; 

Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  510,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,185,000; 

Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York :  House 
Document  Numbered  551,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,695,000; 

Buttermilk  Channel,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  483,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,226,000; 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic 
Rivers,  New  Jersey  (channels  to  Port  Eliza¬ 
beth)  :  Modiflcation  of  the  existing  naviga¬ 
tion  project  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  780,  Eighty- 
third  Congress) .  House  Document  Numbered 
252,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  being  prepared 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Raritan  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  466,  Eighty-sixth  Congress, 
maintenance; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting 
waters,  Virginia:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated,  cost  of  $1,068,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
authorizing  reimburement  to  local  interests 
for  the  Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  Bridge; 

Rollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hat- 
teras  Inlet  to  Hatteras,  North  Carolina: 
House  Document  Numbered  457,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
.$662,000; 

Wilmington  Harbor,  North  Carolina:  Sen¬ 
ate  Eiocument  Numbered  114,  EHghty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,370,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  115,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $605,000; 

Key  West  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  106,  EHghty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $820,000; 

Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor 
Channels,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  629,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $997,000; 

Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  109,  Blghty- 
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seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$500,000; 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  528,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  of  $424,000; 

Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Ai-my  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  an  Immediae  study  to  be 
made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generating  facilities  in  said 
dam,  and  such  installation  of  necessary 
power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized  as  de¬ 
termined  to  be  Justified  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  unless  within  the  first  period  of 
sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of 
the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the 
report  is  submitted  to  it  such  report  is  dis¬ 
approved  by  the  Congress. 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi :  House 
Document  Numbered  660,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,870,000; 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  Louisiana:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  36,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $357,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana  and 
Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  556, 
Eigjhty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $25,640,000; 

Calcasieu  River  Salt  Water  Barrier,  Lou¬ 
isiana:  Hou.'-e  Document  Numbered  582, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,310,000; 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville.  Missouri: 
House  Document  Numbered  552,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$103,300; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri: 
House  Document  Numbered  419,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$195,000; 

Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Texas;  House 
Document  Numbered  553,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,830,- 
000; 

Trinity  River,  Walllsville  Reservoir,  Texas; 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,162,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to 
Palacios,  Texas;  House  Document  Numbered 
604,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $818,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to 
Victoria,  Texas;  House  Document  Numbered 
288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,590,000; 

Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  anfi  Indiana: 
House  Document  Numbered  31,  Eighty-sixth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $114,652  - 
000; 

Kaskaskla  River,  Hlinois:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  44,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,200,000; 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River 
and  Minneapolis,  Minnesota;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  613,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 

Ontonagon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  287,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,741,000; 

Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  474,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $609,000; 

Leland  Harbor,  Michigan;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  413,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,000; 

Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and 
Kipling,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  480,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $350,000; 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin ;  House  Doc- 
lunent  Numbered  470,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,270,000; 

Kenosha  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  496,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $673,000; 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House 
Document  Numbered  479,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $719,000; 
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Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin;  House 
Document  Numbered  134,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,029,000; 

Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and 
Indiana;  House  Document  Numbered  — 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

cost  of  $11,464,000:  _ 

Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois;  House  Document 
Numbered  485.  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,505,000; 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Michigan;  House 
Document  Numbered  481.  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $667,000; 

Casevllle  Harbor,  Michigan;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  64,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $327,000; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  544,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,784,000; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document 
Numbered  509,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $257,000; 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio;  House  Document 
Numbered  165,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000; 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  Ho^^se  Docvunent 
Numbered  527,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio;  House  Document 
Niunbered  415,  Eighty-seventh  Congress*  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,179,000; 

Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  340,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $671,000; 

Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  451,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,797,000; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $765,000; 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  471,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,180,000; 

Dana  Harbor,  California :  House  Dociunent 
Numbered  532,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $3,730,000; 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California;  House 
Document  Numbered  518,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Pruitvale 
Avenue  Bridge :  Senate  Document  Numbered 
75,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,750,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  353,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,775,000; 

Noyo  River  and  Harbor,  California:  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  121,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,231,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers, 
Oregon  and  Washington:  House  Dociunent 
Numbered  203,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $493,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers 
below  Vancouver,  Washington,  and  Portland, 
Oregon;  House  Document  Nvunbered  452, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,100,000; 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hyle- 
bos  Waterways,  Washington:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  104,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000; 

Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Niunbered  417,  Eight-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $428,000; 

Swlnomlsh  Channel,  Washington;  House 
Document  Numbered  499,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $887,000; 

Kaunakakal  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii: 
House  Document  Numbered  484,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,919,000; 

Beach  erosion 

State  of  New  Hampshire :  House  Document 
Numbered  416,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $88,000; 

Fire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to 
Jones  Inlet.  Long  Island.  New  York:  Modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  control 
project  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth 


Congress),  House  Document  Numbered  411, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  In  accordance  with  the  plans, 
which  will  Include  a  sand  bypassing  system 
at  Fire  Island  Inlet,  being  prepared  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia:  House  Document 
Numbered  382,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
periodic  nourishment; 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity. 
North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered 
555,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $194,000; 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Blscayne,  Florida: 
House  Document  Numbered  661,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$220,000; 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michlgan- 
Ohlo  State  line  to  Marblehead,  Ohio:  House 
Document  Numbered  63.  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

Sheffield  Lake  Community  Park,  Sheffield 
Lake  Village,  Ohio:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  414,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $100,300; 

Ventura-Plerpont  Area,  California;  House 
Document  Numbered  458,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $515,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  Is  au¬ 
thorized  to  convey  17.94  acres  of  land  located 
at  old  lock  and  dam  numbered  7,  Ohio  River, 
to  the  city  of  Midland,  Pennsylvania,  after 
November  1,  1963,  for  public  park  and  recrea¬ 
tion  purposes,  without  monetary  considera¬ 
tion  but  subject  to  reversion  to  the  United 
States  if  not  utilized  for  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes  and  further  subject  to 
such  flowage  rights  as  may  be  necessary  In 
the  operation  of  the  New  Cumberland  lock 
and  dam,  Ohio  River. 

Sec.  103.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
Is  hereby  authorized  to  reimburse  local  In¬ 
terests  for  such  work  done  by  them  on  the 
beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  and  In  other  sections  of  this  Act,  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  Initiation  of  the  cooperative 
studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  projects : 
Provided,  That  the  work  which  may  have 
been  done  on  these  projects  Is  approved  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  projects  herein  adopted:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall 
not  take  precedence  over  other  pending  proj¬ 
ects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements. 

Sec.  104.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  made  at  the  following  named  lo¬ 
calities  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  10  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1950: 

A  channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer 
Island,  Massachusetts,  at  approximately  the 
same  loctlon  as  the  former  channel  common¬ 
ly  known  as  Shirley  Gut. 

Kings  Bay  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  River  In  Wapakoneta,  Auglaize 
County,  Ohio. 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  "River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962”. 
title  n — FLOOD  control 

Sec.  201.  That  section  3  of  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered 
738,  Seventy-fourth  Congress) ,  as  amended 
by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28, 
1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy- 
fifth  Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  au¬ 
thorized  In  this  title  except  that  for  any 
channel  Improvement  or  channel  rectifica¬ 
tion  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of 
section  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall 
apply  thereto,  and  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  any  flood  control  project  herein 
adopted  requiring  local  cooperation  shall  ex¬ 
pire  five  years  from  the  date  on  which  local 
Interests  are  notified  In  writing  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation,  unless  said  Interests  shall 
within  said  time  furnish  assurances  satis¬ 


factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  584,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  In  this  Act,  and  the  procedures 
therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  pro¬ 
posals,  or  reports  for  works  of  Improvement 
for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  Incidental  thereto  shall 
apply  as  If  herein  set  forth  In  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  Improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are.  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  accordance  with 
the  plans  In  the  respective  reports  herlnafter 
designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set 
forth  therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  • 
plans,  specifications,  and  preliminary  work 
may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized 
In  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood  control 
so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inauguration  of 
a  construction  program:  Provided  further. 
That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be 
initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted 
as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with 
budgetary  requirements:  And  provided 
further.  That  penstocks  and  other  similar 
facilities  adapted  to  possible  futme  use  in 
the  development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall 
be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this 
Act  for  construction  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power 
Commission. 

New  England- Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane- 
flood  protection  at  Wareham-Marion,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  Is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
In  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House  Document 
Numbered  548,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $3,811,500. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane 
flood  protection  at  Point  Judith,  Rhode 
Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  In 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  In  House  Document 
Niunbered  521,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $2,414,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane- 
flood  control  protection  at  Narragansett  Pier, 
Rhode  Island,  Is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House 
Document  Numbered  195,  Eighty-seventh 
Congres,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,152,000. 

Long  Island  Sound  area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  New  London,  Connecticut,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
478,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,401,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane -flood  protection 
at  Westport,  Connecticut,  Is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  In  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
In  House  Document  Numbered  412,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$217,000. 

.  The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Mystic,  Connecticut,  Is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,490,000. 

Housatonic  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Naugatuck  River  at  Ansonla-Derby,  Con¬ 
necticut,  Is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
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in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House  Document 
Numbered  437,  Eighty-seventh  Congress  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $5,620,000. 

Hudson  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on 
Rondout  Creek  and  Wallkill  River  and  their 
tributaries.  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  Senate  Document  Numbered 
113,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,111,000. 

New  Jersey — Atlantic  coastal  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  nn  Raritan  Bay 
and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  In  House  Document  Numbered  464, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,097,000. 

Susquehanna  River  Basin 
The  project  for  the  Juniata  River  and 
tributaries,  PennsylvarJa,  Is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  In  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House 
Document  Niunbered  565,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,,  but  without  the  power  features, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,150,000;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  if  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deems 
It  desirable  he  may  submit  a  reexamination 
report  on  the  power  generating  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  its  consideration. 

Delaware  River  basin 
The  project  for  the  comprehensive  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin,  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  Dela¬ 
ware,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  In 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  In  House  Document 
Numbered  522,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $224,000,000. 

Potomac  River  basin 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the 
Potomac  River,  Maryland  and  West  Virginia, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  In  House  Document  Numbered 
469,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 

Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Norfolk,  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,537,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Carolina  Beach 
and  vicinity.  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  In  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  418, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $739,000. 

Apalachicola  River  basin,-  Georgia 
The  project  for  the  West  Point  Reservoir, 
Chattahoochee  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  570,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,900,000. 

Central  and  southern  Florida 
The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern 
Florida,  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 
and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress  is  hereby 
modifled  to  include  the  following  Items: 

The  project  for  south  Dade  County,  Flori¬ 
da,  Is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 


Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  In  Senate  Document  Numbered  138, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $13,388,000; 

The  project  for  flood  protection  In  the 
Cutler  Drain  Area,  Florida,  la  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  In  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,063,000. 

Green  Swamp  region,  Florida 

The  project  for  the  four  river  basins,  Flor¬ 
ida,  namely  the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha, 
Withlacoochee,  and  Peace  Rivers,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  585, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $57,760,000. 

Pascagoula  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Chunky  Creek,  Chlckasawhay  and  Pascagou¬ 
la  Rivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  549,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,740,000. 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  modifled  and  expanded  to  include 
construction  of  certain  Improvements  in 
Gin  and  Muddy  Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin, 
Mississippi,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
plans  on  flle  in  the  Ofllce,  Chief  of  Engineers, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  the  Mississippi  River  Delta  at  and  below 
New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  550,  Eighty-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,- 
502,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red 
River  in  Natchitoches  and  Red  River  Par¬ 
ishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  476,  Eighty-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,293,000. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River 
Basin,  Mississippi,  a  unit  in  the  Mississippi 
River  and  tributaries  project,  shall  hereafter 
be  known  and  designated  as  the  Will  M. 
Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor  of 
the  late  Member  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  from  the  Third  District  of  Mississippi, 
and  former  chairman  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  TTnlteflff  States  Army,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  erect  appropriate  mark¬ 
ers  along  the  auxiliary  channel  designating 
the  project  “The  Will  M.  Whittington  Aux¬ 
iliary  Channel”.  Any  law,  regulation,  docu¬ 
ment,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which 
such  project  is  designated  or  referred  to 
under  the  name  of  lower  auxiliary  channel, 
Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by 
the  name  of  “Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary 
Channel”. 

Buffalo  Bayou 

The  project  lor  flood  protection  on  Vince 
and  Little  Vince  Bayous,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  441,.  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  coat  of  $2,224,000. 

Gulf  of  Mexico 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Port  Arthur  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby 


authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  585, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $23,380,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Freeport  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  495, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,780,000. 

Trinity  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  East 
Fork  of  the  Trinity  River,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  554, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $23,760,000. 

The  project  for  extension  of  the  Fort 
Worth  Ploodway,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
454,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,148,000. 

Brazos  River  Basin 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Brazos 
River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  3,  1954,  as  amended  by  subsequent 
Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modifled 
to  include'  the  following  item,  and  the  mone¬ 
tary  authorization  for  said  comprehensive 
plan  is  hereby  increased  accordingly. 

The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  River, 
•Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  - ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

estimated  cost  of  $20,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Clear  Pork  of  the  Brazos  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  506,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $31,200,000. 

Tularosa  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamo¬ 
gordo,  New  Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  473,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

Rio  Grande  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  I^as 
Cruces,  New  Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
117,  Eighty- seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,350,000. 

Arkansas  River  Basin 

The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas 
River,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide 
for  construction  of  a  sewage  outfall  for  the 
city  of  Russellville,  Arkansas,  substantially 
in  accordance  with  plans  of  said  city,  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,400,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow 
Creek,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House 
Document  Numbered  531,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  In  House  Document  Numbered 
498,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 

The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdi¬ 
gris  River  and  tributaries,  Oklahoma  and 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
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Numbered  563,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $62,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkan¬ 
sas  River.  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rewm- 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  143, 

Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000. 

White  River  Basin 


Tlie  project  for  flood  protection  on  Village 
Creek,  White  River,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Dis¬ 
tricts.’  Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  construction  of  a  pumping  plant, 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
577,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,018,000. 

The  flood  protection  project  for  Village 
Creek,  Jackson  and  Lawrence  Counties,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 


$1,968,000. 

Red.  River  Basin 


The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
acordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  144,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,410,000. 

The  project  providing  for  the  construction 
of  two  experimental  water  quality  study 
projects  in  the  Arkansas-Red  River  Basins, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the. 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  105,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 

The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow 
Reservoir,  Mountain  Pork  River,  Oklahoma, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
137,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $23,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuska- 
homa  Reservoirs,  Klamichi  River,  Oklahoma, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Niunbered  145,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $29,748,000. 


Missouri  River  Basin 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri 
River  Basin,  approved  in  the  Act  of  June 
28,  1938,  as  amended  by  subsequent  Acts 
of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
Include  the  following  projects,  and  the 
monetary  authorization  for  said  general 
comprehensive  plan  is  Increased  accordingly. 

(a)  The  Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage 
River,  Missouri,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty -seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost 
of  $43,245,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing 
the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the 
establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge 
at'^the  reservoir. 

(b)  The  project  for  thp  Kansas  River, 
Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  Colorado,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
Senate  Document  Numbered  122,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$88,070,000:  Provided,  That  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyon 
Creek  is  deferred  at  this  time,  subject  to 
submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  the  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  which  shall  take  into  account  the 
water  and  related  land  resource  develop¬ 
ment  plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
the  Kansas  Water  Resources  Board,  and  Lyon 


Creek  Watershed  Joint  District  Numbered 
41,  and  preparation  of  said  report  is  hereby 
authorized. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papil- 
lion  Creek  and  tributaries,  Nebraska.  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  ^th  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Numbered 
475,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian 
Creek,  Iowa,  Is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  438,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

Ohio  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Kokosing  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
220,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mad  River  above  Huffman  Dam,  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
439,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kentucky  River,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $26,020,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Buckhannon  River,  West  Virginia,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
43,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,206,000. 

The  project  for  the  Guyandot  River  and 
tributaries.  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  569, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  second  session,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab 
Creek  at  Youngstown,  Ohio,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  In  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  440, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,268,000. 

The  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
- ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $55,847,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Allegheny  River  at  Salamanca,  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
166,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
95,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $23,102,000. 

The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  Illinois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  85-500) ,  is  here¬ 
by  modified  to  provide  that  no  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  shall  be  required  of  local  interests : 
Provided,  That  the  other  items  of  local  co¬ 
operation  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 


Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  316 
of  the  Eighty-fourth  Congress  shall  still  be 
applicable. 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and  trib¬ 
utaries,  Illinois,  Wisconsin,  and  Indiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  472,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $71,465,000. 

The  project  for  Rend  Lake,  Illinois,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
541,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $35,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of 
Guttenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  286,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  between  Salnte  Genevieve 
and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  519,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Harrlsonville  and  Ivy 
Landing, Drainage  and  Levee  District  Number 
2,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  542,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,112,000. 

The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage 
and  Levee  District  Number  3,  Illinois,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Docmnent  Niunbered 
543,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $986,000. 

The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee 
and  Sanitary  District,  Illinois,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  In  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  540, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $921,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rich¬ 
mond  Creek.  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  571,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,995,000. 

The  project  for  the  Joanna  Reservoir,  Salt 
River,  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  507,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $63,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Pecatonica  River,  Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
539,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $850,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River  Ur¬ 
ban  Areas  from  Hampton,  Illinois,  to  Cass- 
vllle,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  450,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kickapoo  River,  Wis¬ 
consin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  557,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$15,570,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Warroad  River  and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Min¬ 
nesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
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accordance  with  the  recommendations- of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  449,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

Great  Lakes  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
River  Rouge,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,659,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Sandusky  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  136,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,300,000. 

Tnickee  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Truckee  River  and  tributaries,  California 
and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  435,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 

San  Francisco  Bay  area 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Ala¬ 
meda  Creek,  California,  is  heraby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  128,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$14,680,000. 

The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin 
County,  California,  is.  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  545,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,534,000. 

San  Joaquin  River  Basin 

The  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River, 
California,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  approved  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat. 
887) ,  is  hereby  modifled  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  453,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000:  Provided, 
That  upon  completion  of  construction  of  the 
dam  and  powerplant  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  project  shall  become  an  integral 
part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  be 
operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  laws,  except  that  the  flood  control 
operation  of  the  project  shall  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  rules  and  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  Stanislaus  River 
Channel,  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San 
Joaquin  River,  shall  be  maintained  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  a  capacity  of  at 
least  flve  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second 
subject  to  the  condition  that  responsible  lo¬ 
cal  interests  agree  to  maintain  private  levees 
and  to  prevent  encroachment  on  the  exist¬ 
ing  channel  and  floodway  between  the  levees  : 
Provided  further.  That  before  initiating  any 
diversions  of  water  from  the  Stanislaus  River 
Basin  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the 
Central  Valley  project,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  determine  the  quantity  of 
water  required  to  satisfy  all  existing,  and  an¬ 
ticipated  future  needs  within  that  basin  and 
the  diversions  shall  at  all  times  be  subordi¬ 
nate  to  the  quantities  so  determined:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  adopt  appropriate  measures  to  insure 
the  preservation  and  propagation  of  flsh  and 
wildlife  in  the  New  Melones  project  and 
shall  allocate  to  the  preservation  hnA  propa¬ 
gation  of  flsh  and  wildlife,  as  provided  in  the 
Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080) ,  an 
appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing 
the  Stanislaus  River  division  and  of  oper¬ 
ating  and  maintaining  the  same,  such  costs 


to  be  nonreimbursable,*  Provided  further, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  New  Melones  project,  construct 
basic  public  recreation  facilities,  acquire  land 
necessary  for  that  purpose,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  such  facilities  and  acquiring  such 
lands  to  be  non-reimbursable  and  non- 
retxirnable:  Provided  further.  That  contracts 
for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional 
electric  energy  available  from  the  Central 
Valley  project  power  system  as  a  result  of 
the  construction  of  the  plants  herein  au¬ 
thorized  and  their  Integration  with  that  sys¬ 
tem  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  prefer¬ 
ences  expressed  in  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  except  that  a  first  preference,  to  the 
extent  of  25  per  centum  of  such  additional 
energy,  shall  be  given,  under  reclamation 
law,  to  preference  customers  in  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  Counties,  California,  for  use 
in  that  county,  who  are  ready,  able,  and  will¬ 
ing,  within  twelve  months  after  notice  of 
availability  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  energy  and 
that  Tuolumne  and  Calaveras  County  pref¬ 
erence  customers  may  exercise  their  option 
in  the  same  date  in  each  successive  fifth  year 
providing  written  notice  of  their  intention 
to  use  the  energy  is  given  to  the  Secretary 
not  less  than  eighteen  months  prior  to  said 
dates:  And  provided  further.  That  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  give  consideration  during 
the  preconstruction  planning  for  the  New 
Melones  project  to  the  advisability  of  in¬ 
cluding  storage  for  the  regulation  of  stream- 
flow  for  the  purpose  of  downstream  water 
quality  control. 

The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Fresno  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia.  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $14,338,000.. 

The  Buchanan  Reservoir,  Chowchllla 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  98,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,585,000. 

Russian  River  Basin 

The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry  Creek, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendatipns  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  547,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $42,400,000. 

Redwood  Creek  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  Humboldt  County,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
497,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,580,000. 

Los  Angeles  River  Basin 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the  prosecution  of 
the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los  Angeles 
River  Basin  approved  in  the  Act  of  August 
18,  1941,  as  amended  and  supplemented  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

Rogue  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon 
and  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  566,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$106,700,000:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  project 
is  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  benefits  as  set  forth  and 
described  in  the  report  of  the  district  engi¬ 
neer  and  its  appended  report;  (b)  water  for 
all  purp>oses  shall  be  released  in  the  quanti¬ 
ties  and  qualities  at  points  described  in  the 
district  engineer’s  report  and  its  appendixes: 
(c)  in  the  years  of  ^ort  water  supply  all 
water  users  will  share  the  available  water 
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in  the  same  proportions  that  they  would 
share  the  total  full  supply  when  it  is  avail¬ 
able  and  that  no  further  water-use  alloca¬ 
tions  will  be  made  from  the  authorized  stor¬ 
age  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible 
benefits  to  authorized  uses  during  the 
periods  of  adversity  when  storage  shortages 
occur. 

Columbia  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Burns  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Snake  River,  Idaho,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  130, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $52,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Ririe  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Willow  Creek,  Idaho,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  562,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,027,000. 

Tire  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Blackfoot  River,  Idaho,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $829,000. 

The  project  for  the  Asotin  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Washing¬ 
ton,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  In 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  403,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $99,818,000. 

The  project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Snake  River,  Idaho,  Oregon, 
and  Washington,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Nmnbered  403.  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $74,777,000. 

Cook  Inlet,  Alaska 

The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet, 
Alaska,  is  h»eby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

Sec.  204.  That  section  205  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C. 
701s),  is  amended  by,  (a)  striking  out  “$10,- 
000,000”  and  inserting  “$25,000,000”  in  lieu 
thereof,  (b)  substituting  for  the  term  “small 
flood  control  projects”  the  term  “small  proj¬ 
ects  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes”, 
and  (c)  striking  out  "Provided,  That  not 
more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this 
purpose  at  any  single  locality  from  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  any  one  fiscal  year”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  "Provided,  That  not 
more  than  $2,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under 
this  section  for  a  project  at  any  single  lo¬ 
cality  and  the  amount  allotted  shall  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  complete  Federal  participation  in 
the  project:  And  provided  further.  That  no 
construction  shall  be  undertaken  on  any 
project  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
with  a  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $1,000,000 
unless  such  project  has  been  approved  by 
resolritions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  respectively.” 

Sec.  205.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  here¬ 
by  granted  to  Duke  Power  Company,  its  suc¬ 
cessors  and  assigns,  to  construct,  maintain, 
and  operate  a  dam  across  Satannah  River 
between  Anderson  County,  South  Carolina, 
and  Elbert  County,  Georgia,  near  Middleton 
Shoals,  and  about  two  hundred  and  ninety- 
seven  miles  above  the  mouth  of  said  river, 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  pool  for  con¬ 
denser  water  for  a  steam-electric  plant. 
Construction  on  such  dam  shall  not  be 
commenced  until  the  plans  therefor  have 
been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Chief 
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of  Engineers.  United  States  Army,  and  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  when  such  plans 
have  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  there 
shall  be  no  deviation  from  such  plans  either 
before  or  after  completion  of  said  dam  unless 
the  modification  of  such  plans  has  previously 
been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
In  approving  the  plans  for  said  dam  such 
conditions  and  stipulations  may  be  imposed 
as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  deem  necessary  to  protect 
the  present  and  future  interest  of  the  United 
States.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  authorize  the  use  of  such  dam 
to  develop  water  power  or  generate  hydro¬ 
electric  energy.  The  grantee  and  Its  suc¬ 
cessors  shall  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  all  claims  arising  from  damage 
which  may  be  sustained  by  the  dam  herein 
authorized,  or  damage  sustained  by  the  ap¬ 
purtenances  of  the  said  dam,  by  reason  of 
the  future  construction  and  operation  by 
the  United  States  of  Hartwell  Reservoir  or 
any  other  Federal  project  upstream  or  down¬ 
stream  from  the  dam  herein  authorized. 
The  authority  granted  by  this  section  shall 
cease  and  be  deemed  null  and  void  unless 
the  actual  construction  of  the  dam  hereby 
authorized  Is  commenced  within  four  years 
and  completed  within  seven  years  from  the 
date  of  approval  of  this  section.  The  right 
to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  section  is 
hereby  expressly  reserved. 

Sec.  206.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes, 
including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under 
the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  named  localities :  Provided,  That  after 
the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any 
survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  sup¬ 
plemental  or  additional  report  or  estimate 
shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  ex¬ 
cept  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey 
to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted 
to  Congress,  if  such  review  is  required  by 
the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical 
or  economic  conditions:  Provided  further. 
That  the  Government  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  have  entered  upon  any  project  for  the 
Improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor 
mentioned  in  this  title  until  the  project  for 
the  proposed  work  shall  have  been  adopted 
by  law: 

Waccasassa  River  (Levy  County  and  Gil¬ 
christ  County) ,  Florida. 

Valenciana  River,  Puerto  Rico. 

Lake  Pontchartraln,  north  shore,  Louisi¬ 
ana. 

San  Bernard  River,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in 
northern  California  draining  into  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Ocean  for  the  purposes  of  developing, 
where  feasible,  multiple-purpose  water  re¬ 
source  projects,  particularly  those  which 
would  be  eligible  under  the  provisions  of 
title  III  of  Public  Law  85-500. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  California. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County  Cali¬ 
fornia,  draining  the  Santa  Ynez  Mountains, 
except  Santa  Ynez  River  and  tributaries. 

Sec.  207.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Flood  Control  Act  of  1962”. 


Mr  BLATNIK  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ast 
unanimous  consent  that  title  I,  the  river: 
and  harbors  navigation  section  of  thf 
bill,  be  considered  as  read  and  open  a1 
any  point  for  amendment. 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chainnan,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  understood  that 
the  request  was  going  to  be  made  that 
the  entire  bill  be  considered  as  read.  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  not 
to  make  such  a  request. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  de¬ 
sire  to  modify  the  unanimous-consent 
request  made,  in  accordance  with  the 
suggestion  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  ? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
would  expedite  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  and  make  it  more  orderly  if  we  dis¬ 
posed  of  title  I  first.  It  should  not  take 
long.  Then  we  can  proceed  in  the  same 
order  on  title  II.  I  would  certainly  be 
agreeable  that  title  II  be  considered  as 
read  and  open  at  any  point  for  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  purely  a  matter  of  logical 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  they 
are  not  going  to  live  up  to  the  agreement 
made,  I  object,  and  let  us  read  the  bill. 

I  understood  it  was  agreed  that  the 
bill  would  be  considered  as  read  in  toto. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  such  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Then  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  title  I - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  that  motion  is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  titles  I  and  II 
be  considered  as  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  And  open  for 
amendment  at  any  point? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Open  at  any  point  for 
amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  that  does  not 
preclude  the  right  to  raise  points  of 
order  at  any  time,  does  it? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Of  course  not. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blat¬ 
nik],  that  the  first  two  titles  will  be 
considered  as  read? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  do 
points  of  order  have  to  be  brought  up 
before  any  amendments  are  offered? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  they  should  be,  but  they  may 
be  raised. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  points  of  order 
be  in  order  at  any  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  first  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  5,  line  16,  strike  out  lines  16  through 
25  and  insert: 

“Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 


directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study  to  be 
made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generating  facilities  in  said 
dam,  and  his  report  on  such  study  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  within  the  first  period  of  sixty 
calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the 
Eighty-eighth  Congress.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  7,  line  21,  Insert: 

“Lock  and  dam  numbered  3,  Big  Sandy 
River,  Kentucky,  at  an  estimated  cost  not  to 
exceed  $200,000;  such  work  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of  said 
lock  and  dam:  Provided,  That  the  work 
authorized  herein  shall  have  no  effect  on 
the  condition  that  local  interests  shall  op¬ 
erate  and  maintain  the  structure  and  re¬ 
lated  properties  as  required  by  the  Act  of 
Congress  approved  August  2,  1946  (60  Stat. 
1062) :  And  provided  further.  That  there  is 
hereby  autl^rized  to  be  expended  from  ap¬ 
propriations  heretofore  or  hereinafter  made 
for  such  functions  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  such  funds  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of 
lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on  the  Big  Sandy 
River.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  -The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  Page  13,  line  15, 
insert : 

“Sec.  102.  (a)  The  Act  approved  August 
13,  1946,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved 
July  28,  1956  (33  U.S.C.  426e-h),  pertaining 
to  shore  protection,  Is  hereby  further 
amended  as  follows: 

"(1)  the  word  ‘one-third’  in  section  1(b) 
is  deleted  and  the  word  ‘one-half  is  sub¬ 
stituted  therefor. 

“(2)  The  following  is  added  after  the 
word  ‘located’  in  section  1(b) :  ‘,  except  that 
the  costs  allocated  to  the  restoration  and 
protection  of  Federal  property  shall  be  borne 
fully  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  fur¬ 
ther,  that  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  a  project  for  restoration  and  protection 
of  State,  county,  and  other  publicly  owned 
shore  parks  and  conservation  areas  may  be 
the  total  cost  exclusive  of  land  costs,  when 
such  areas:  Include  a  zone  which  excludes 
permanent  human  habitation;  Include  but 
are  not  limited  to  recreational  beaches; 
satisfy  adequate  criteria  for  conservation  and 
development  of  the  natural  resources  of  the 
environment;  extend  landward  a  sufficient 
distance  to  include,  where  appropriate,  pro¬ 
tective  dunes,  bluffs,  or  other  natural  fea¬ 
tures  which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands 
from  damage;  and  provide  essentially  full 
park  facilities  for  appropriate  public  use,  all 
of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers.’ 

“(3)  The  following  is  added  after  the 
word  ‘supplemented’  in  section  1(e):  ‘,  or. 
In  the  case  of  a  small  project  under  section 
3  of  this  Act,  unless  the  plan  therefor  has 
been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.’ 

“(4)  Sections  2  and  3  are  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  to  reimburse  local  in¬ 
terests  for  work  done  by  them  on  authorized 
projects  which  individually  do  not  exceed 
$1,000,000  in  total  cost  after  initiation  of  the 
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survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the 
project:  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may 
have  been  done  on  the  projects  is  approved 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  authorized  projects:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall 
not  take  precedence  over  other  pending  proj¬ 
ects  of  higher  priority  for  Improvements. 

“  ‘Sec.  3.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  hereby 
authorized  to  undertake  construction  of 
small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and  pro¬ 
tection  projects  not  specifically  authorized 
by  Congress,  which  otherwise  comply  with 
section  1  of  this  Act,  when  he  finds  that 
such  work  is  advisable,  and  he  is  further 
authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations 
heretofore  or  hereinafter  made  for  civil 
works,  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  for  any  one 
fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs 
of  construction  of  such  projects:  Provided, 
That  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allot¬ 
ted  for  this  purpose  for  any  single  project 
and  the  total  amount  allotted  shall  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  complete  the  Federal  participation 
in  the  project  under  this  section  Including 
periodic  nourishment  as  provided  for  under 
section  1(c)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further. 
That  the  provisions  of  local  cooperation 
specified  in  section  1  of  this  Act  shall  ap¬ 
ply:  And  provided  further.  That  the  work 
shall  be  complete  in  itself  and  shall  not 
commit  the  United  States  to  any  additional 
improvement  to  insure  its  successful  opera¬ 
tion,  except  for  participation  in  periodic 
beach  nourishment  in  accordance  with  sec¬ 
tion  1(c)  of  this  Act,  and  as  may  result 
from  the  normal  procedure  applying  to  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  after  submission  of  survey 
reports.’ 

“(b)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relating 
to  surveys  of  rivers  and  harbors  shall  ap¬ 
ply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore  protection 
and  any  expenses  Incident  and  necessary  to 
investigation  and  study  shall  be  paid  from 
funds  for  ‘General  investigations,  civil  func¬ 
tions’,  Department  of  the  Army,  and  section 
2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July 
3,  1930,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  426),  is  modi¬ 
fied  to  the  extent  Inconsistent  herewith. 

“(c)  The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  apply  in  determining  the 
amounts  of  Federal  participation  in  or  pay¬ 
ments  toward  the  costs  of  authorized  proj¬ 
ects  for  which  the  Federal  contribution  has 
not  been  made  prior  to  the  date  of  approval 
of  this  Act,  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
through  the  Beach  Erosion  Board,  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  recompute  the  amounts 
of  Federal  contribution  toward  the  costs  of 
such  projects  accordingly.” 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise 
a  point  of  order  against  the  amendment 
in  that  it  appears  clearly  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  it  is  an  appropriation  on  an 
authorization  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  desire  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  concedes  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Walter)  .  The 
Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order. 

The  Chair  will  state,  this  applies  to 
the  entire  amendment  from  page  13, 
line  15,  down  to  and  including  line  19 
on  page  16. 

Mr.  BIjATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  am  I 
correct,  then,  that  this  applies  to  the 
entire  section  102,  it  deletes  that  section? 

The  CHAIRMAN,  That  is  correct. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  next  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  16,  line  20,  strike  “102”  and  Insert 
“103”. 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise 
the  point  of  order  against  that  in  that 
it  is  no  longer  necessary  with  the  deletion 
of  section  102. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  is  withdrawn. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  7,  line  4,  strike  out  “103”  and  insert 
“104”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  is  withdrawn. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  17,  line  16,  Insert: 

“Sec.  105.  The  body  of  water  designated 
as  the  Redondo  Beach  Harbor,  California, 
shall  be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as 
the  Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor,  Califor¬ 
nia.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document, 
record,  or  other  paper  of  the  United  States 
in  which  such  body  of  water  is  referred  to 
shall  be  held  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Redondo 
Beach  King  Harbor,  California.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  amendment  will  be  modified  to 
read  “Sec.  104.” 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  will  be 
agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  17,  line  23,  strike  out  “104”  and 
insert  “106”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  that  amendment  will  be  with¬ 
drawn,  as  it  should  be  “Section  105”,  and 
that  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  18,  Une  3,  strike  out  “A  channel”  and 
insert  “Channel”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  18,  line  10,  strike  out  “Sec.  105”  and 
insert  “Sec.  107”. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ceamer  to  the 
committee  amendment:  Strike  out  “107” 
and  insert  “106”. 

The  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  so  as 
to  avoid  any  possible  confusion  in  the 
numbering  of  these  sections,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  be  instructed  so  to  number  these 
sections  serially  that  they  are  all  in 
proper  sequence. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman’s 
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request  will  have  to  be  made  in  the 
House. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  next  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

On  page  32,  line  5,  strike  out  “project” 
and  insert  “projects,”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Page  40,  line  10,  strike  out  “five”  and  in¬ 
sert  “eight”. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  be  offered? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Baldwin:  Page 
44,  delete  all  of  the  words  in  lines  4 
through  8. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  delete  the  Burns 
Creek  project  in  Idaho  from  this  bill. 
As  I  mentioned  earlier,  this  is  a  $52 
million  public  power  project.  It  was  be¬ 
fore  the  Interior  Committee  in  the  84th, 
85th,  and  86th  Congresses,  and  in  this 
Congress.  The  Interior  Committee  held 
hearings  on  it  in  the  85th  Congress  and 
did  not  act  on  it.  The  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  held  hearings  on  it  in  the  86th' 
Congress  and  did  not  act  on  it.  The 
Interior  Committee  held  4  days  of  hear¬ 
ings  on  it  in  the  first  session  of  this 
Congress,  the  87th  Congress. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Eighty-one 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names : 

[Roll  No.  268] 


Adair 

Hall 

O’Neill 

Alexander 

Hansen 

Passman 

Andersen, 

Harris 

Patman 

Minn 

Harrison,  Va. 

Powell 

Anderson,  Ill 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Q.uie 

Anfuso 

Hays 

Rains 

Aspinall 

Hebert 

Rfeifel 

Belcher 

Herlong 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Beli 

Hiestand 

Roosevelt 

Bennett,  Mich.  Hoeven 

Roudebush 

Berry 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Rousselot 

Blitch 

Holland 

Saund 

Bolling 

Jones,  Mo. 

Saylor 

Boykin 

Karth 

Scherer 

Breeding 

Kearns 

Scranton 

Brewster 

Kee 

Seely-Brown 

Brown 

Kllburn 

Shelley 

Burke,  Ky 

Kirwan 

Sheppard 

Cannon 

Laird 

Shipley 

Celler 

Lindsay 

Short 

Chiperfield 

McDonough 

Sibal 

Coad 

McDowell 

Siler 

Curtin 

Mclntire 

Springer 

Davis,  John  W. 

McSween 

Steed 

Derwlnski 

McVey 

Taber 

Diggs 

MacGregor 

Ullman 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Utt 

Dooley 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Van  Pelt 

Evins 

Mason 

Vinson 

Fogarty 

Michel 

Watts 

Forrester 

Miller, 

Weis 

Frazier 

George,  P. 

Whalley 

Garland 

Moorehead, 

Williams 

Glenn 

Ohio 

Zelenko 

Goodell 

Moulder 

Griffiths 

O'Brien,  Ill 
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Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  having  re¬ 
sumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Walter,  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  bill  H.R.  13273,  and  find¬ 
ing  itself  without  a  quorum,  he  had 
directed  the  roll  to  be  called,  when  332 
Members  responded  to  their  names,  a 
quorum,  and  he  submitted  herewith  the 
names  of  the  absentees  to  be  spread  upon 
the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  tMr.  Baldwin]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  just  offered 
would  strike  hnes  4  to  8  on  page  44  of 
the  bill  and  would  therefore  strike  the 
$52  million  controversial  Burns  Creek 
public  power  project  in  Idaho. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier  in  the  debate, 
this  project  has  been  before  the  House 
Interior  Committee  in  the  last  four  Con¬ 
gresses.  It  was  before  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  in  a  bill  in  the  84th  Congress  and 
no  action  was  taken.  It  was  before  the 
Interior  Committee  in  the  85th  Congress, 
there  were  2  or  3  days  of  hearings  held, 
and  no  action  was  taken  on  it.  It  was 
before  the  86th  Congress  in  the  Interior 
Committee.  There  were  about  11  days 
of  hearings  held  and  although  the  sub¬ 
committee  acted,  the  full  committee  took 
no  action  on  it.  In  the  first  session  of 
87th  Congress,  the  Interior  Committee 
held  4  days  of  hearings  on  it  and  the 
Interior  Committee  had  a  vote  on  it  in 
February  of  this  year.  After  being  be¬ 
fore  the  Interior  Committee  for  four 
successive  Congresses,  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  voted  on  this  Burns  Creek  proj¬ 
ect  in  February  of  this  year.  The  proj¬ 
ect  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of  17  to  14 
by  the  House  Interior  Committee. 

Then,  very  strangely,  it  was  suddenly 
transferred  from  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
submitted  to  our  committee,  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  just  a  week  before  our 
hearings  closed  on  the  omnibus  bill. 
The  sole  witnesses  allowed  to  be  heard 
except  the  Corps  of  Engineers  were  one 
Member  of  Congress  for  it  and  one 
Member  against  it.  But  all  other  out¬ 
side  witnesses  were  prevented  from 
testifying  even  though  it  was  a  highly 
controversial  project.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  stated  that  the  project  would 
be  built  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
the  same  agency  that  tried  for  four  Con¬ 
gresses  to  get  it  through  the  House  In¬ 
terior  Committee  and  was  defeated. 

The  facts  of  the  matter  are  that  these 
individuals  have  filed  requests  with  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  to  be 
heard  against  the  project  and  were  de¬ 
nied  the  right  of  a  hearing. 

Tire  United  Mine  Workers,  who  filed  a 
request  on  June  18,  stated  in  their  letter 
that  they  were  opposed  to  the  project 
and  would  like  to  be  heard. 

The  International  Brotherhood  of 
Electrical  Workers  on  June  13  filed  a 
letter  with  the  committee  saying  they 
were  opposed  to  the  project  and  wanted 
to  be  heard. 


The  Kemmerer  Coal  Co.  at  Frontier, 
Wyo.,  on  June  5  filed  a  letter  saying  it 
wanted  to  be  heard  and  was  opposed  to 
the  project. 

The  Utah  Power  &  Light  Co.  on  May 
31  of  this  year  filed  a  letter  with  the 
committee  saying  it  wanted  to  be  heard. 

None  of  these  people  was  given  the 
right  to  be  heard. 

However,  you  feel  on  the  merits  of  the 
project,  I  ’selieve  all  the  Members  of  the 
House  in  their  own  hearts  and  minds 
believe  that  whenever  a  highly  con¬ 
troversial  project  is  before  a  committee 
the  interested  people  who  have  filed  re¬ 
quests  to  be  heard  should  be  given  that 
opportunity. 

Why  is  there  this  opposition?  Because 
there  is  now  under  construction  in  Kem¬ 
merer,  Wyo.,  in  the  same  general 
area  that  would  be  served  by  the  Burns 
Creek  project,  a  private  power  plant  that 
would  have  a  15 0,000 -kilo watt  capacity 
as  compared  to  the  Burns  Creek  plant 
capacity  of  90,000  kilowatts.  It  is  going 
to  use  coal.  It  has  been  designed  for 
that  use  exclusively.  This  is  the  first 
unit  of  that  private  power  project.  It 
is  designed  eventually  for  500,000  kilo- 
W’atts.  If  the  Burns  Creek  project  is 
built,  the  United  Mine  Workers  expect 
that  the  Burns  Creek  project  is  going 
to  deprive  them  of  the  production  of  250,- 
000  tons  of  coal  per  year,  aiid  deprive 
many  of  them  of  the  right  of  employ¬ 
ment. 

It  is  true  the  first  unit  of  this  plant  is 
already  under  construction  and  will  be 
built  in  any  case,  but  the  subsequent 
units  of  the  plant  will  be  postponed  or 
eliminated  completely  if  the  Bums  Ci'eek 
project  is  used. 

I  believe  basically  in  private  enterprise. 
I  believe  private  enterprise  has  shown  it 
has  the  ability  to  provide  the  needs  of  an 
area.  We  should  first  give  private  enter¬ 
prise  that  opportunity.  Above  all,  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  the  rights  of  the  individuals,  the 
mine  workers,  the  electrical  workers,  the 
coal  companies,  and  the  power  companies 
involved,  to  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  before  a  controversial  project 
of  this  nature  is  decided  upon. 

Mrs.  PPOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  measure,  as  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  said,  has 
been  considered  by  Members  of  this  Con¬ 
gress  for  several  years.  In  fact,  back  in 
1957  the  late  senior  Senator  from  Idaho, 
Senator  Dworshak,  introduced  a  Burns 
Creek  bill,  as  did  the  then  junior  Senator 
from  Idaho  Senator  Church.  Congress¬ 
man  Homes  Budge  represented  the  sec¬ 
ond  district  in  Idaho  and  introduced  a 
bill  on  the  House  side.  These  measures 
were  considered  by  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

In  1958,  $iy2  million  was  appropriated 
for  the  construction  of  the  Burns  Creek 
project;  in  1959,  $500,000  was  appropri¬ 
ated,  and  in  1960  another  $500,000  was 
appropriated.  In  1961,  there  was  a 
$487,500  carryover  from  prior  appro¬ 
priations. 

This  means  that  not  only  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  but  Members  of  the 
House  have  previously  voted  the  neces¬ 


sary  funds  to  start  construction  of  the 
Burns  Creek  project. 

Let  me  say  this  project  should  never 
have  become  a  partisan  issue.  I  had  not 
until  last  year  introduced  a  bill  on  the 
Burns  Creek  project  because  it  was  in 
the  Second  Congressional  District,  rep¬ 
resented  by  Congi-essman  Budge.  But 
in  1961  Congressman  Harding,  who  re¬ 
placed  Mr  Budge,  and  I  each  introduced 
a  Bums  Creek  bill.  We  have  done  every¬ 
thing  we  could  to  get  it  approved.  It  is 
not  a  partisan  issue  in  Idaho.  It  should 
not  be  a  partisan  issue  here  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  The  people  of  the 
State  of  Idaho  want  it.  They  need  it. 
We  have  had  disastrous  floods  in  that 
area  and  additional  flood  control  proj¬ 
ects  are  needed. 

The  charge  has  been  made  by  oppo¬ 
nents  that  this  has  now  been  turned  into 
a  flood  control  project.  This  is  not  true. 
The  amount  allocable  to  flood  control 
by  the  Army  Corns  of  Engineers  is  slight¬ 
ly  more  than  $3  million.  It  will  also 
provide  supplemental  irrigation  water 
to  650,000  acres  of  land  already  being 
irrigated.  The  multiple  uses  are  power, 
irrigation,  flood  control  and  recreation. 
It  will  be  beneficial  for  the  propagation 
of  fish  and  wildlife,  which  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  resource  to  our  state. 

Now  in  answer  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin]  who  said: 

Let  private  enterprise  build  these  pro¬ 
jects. 

In  cross  examination  during  hearings 
I  asked  the  manager  of  the  Utah  Power 
&  Light  Co.  if  the  company  had  trans¬ 
mission  lines  to  service  the  people  in 
this  area  who  are  begging  for  power  to 
pump  irrigation  water  from  underground 
wells. 

He  replied  that  they  did  not. 

I  asked  if  when  the  Kemmerer  plant 
was  constructed  and  in  operation,  would 
the  company  put  in  a  transmission  line 
to  service  the  people  in  this  area;  his 
ansv/er  was,  “No.” 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  a 
project  which  has  been  proven  to  be 
necessary,  a  project  having  these  mul¬ 
tiple  uses,  a  project  that  has  been  de¬ 
bated  for  so  many  years,  should  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress.  It  is  high  time 
that  we  get  on  today  with  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  overall  public  works  bill 
which  includes  167  projects  affecting 
some  300  Members  of  the  Congress.  ,  I 
see  no  reason  for  pointing  a  finger  at 
specific  projects. 

Let  me  say,  further,  that  the  Burns 
Creek  project  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
large  overall  Columbia  Basin  system  and 
one  which  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineei-s 
and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  have  been 
working  closely  together  on  for  many 
years. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  has  expired. 

(Mrs.  PFOST  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chaiiman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Idaho  may  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection. 
It  is  so  ordered. 
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There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield  to  me  for 
a  question. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  I  yiel4  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  You  said  in  your 
statement  that  this  project  had  been  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress  and  had  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  many  Members  of  the  Corv- 
gress  for  a  number  of  years.  Would  you 
care  to  comment  on  the  fact  that  the 
standing  committee  of  the  Congress  re¬ 
jected  it  twice? 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  for  the  years  1958  through  1960 
certainly  did  not  reject  it.  Also  let  me 
state  that  even  though  we  were  unsuc¬ 
cessful  in  getting  approval  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  was 
simultaneously  making  a  Columbia  Ba¬ 
sin  study.  The  Snake  River  drains 
109,000  square  miles  in  Idaho,  Washing¬ 
ton,  and  Oregon.  The  portion  taking  in 
the  Burns  Creek  and  sm-rounding  areas 
covers  a  5,750 — square-mile  drainage 
area  above  Heise,  Idaho,  in  southeastern 
Idaho  and  western  Wyoming.  The 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  recognized  the 
need  for  this  project  in  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  Snake  River  for  the  mul¬ 
tiple  benefits  it  would  provide. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  this 
project  to  the  Columbia  River  Basin  sys¬ 
tem,  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  con¬ 
tinued  with  their  studies  these  several 
years  and  have  finally  come  out  early 
this  year  with  a  strong  favorable  report 
for  the  construction  of  the  Burns  Creek 
project.  I  hope  it  will  not  be  deleted 
fi’om  our  public  works  bill. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  en¬ 
tirely  incongruous  that  this  matter 
comes  before  us  in  this  bill  today.  The 
project  was  considered  by  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee.  The 
gentlewoman  from  Idaho,  for  whom  I 
have  such  great  affection  and  esteem,  is 
correct  when  she  says  it  is  a  nonparti¬ 
san  matter.  The  committee  has  the 
same  ratio  of  Democrats  and  Republi¬ 
cans  as  the  other  committees  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  The  chairmen  of  both  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  subcommittee  are  of  the 
majority  party. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Idaho  has  said 
that  the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  has 
placed  in  the  record  complete  factual 
information  which  would  lead  anyone  to 
think  this  project  is  desirable  and  should 
be  completed  at  this  time. 

I  think  the  Members  of  the  House 
should  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
Engineers  in  report  No.  4  for  the  Interior 
Department  concerning  the  Upper  Snake 
River  Basin,  Burns  Creek,  dated  March, 
1962,  had  these  things  to  say  about 
Burns  Creek.  Now.  remember  this  was 
an  Interior  project.  The  Engineers  come 
to  the  committee  now,  not  the  Interior 
Committee,  but  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  to  try  to  get  a  project  not  for 
the  Engineers,  but  for  the  Reclamation 


Bureau.  These  were  the  facts  stated  by 
the  Engineers  in  March  1962. 

This  report  states  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  reviewed  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation’s  design  plans  and  found 
them  entirely  inadequate.  More  than 
that,  the  corps  now  forecasts  that  fur¬ 
ther  exploration  will  show  serious  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  foundation  conditions  which 
would  result  in  greatly  increased  costs 
over  those  predicted  here  today.  In  the 
exact  words  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers : 

A  considerable  amount  of  additional  ex¬ 
ploration  may  be  necessa,ry  for  final  design 
*  *  *  the  indicated  additional  investigation 
could  disclose  foundation  conditions  that 
would  result  in  increasing  costs. 

But  these  new  costs  which  involve  the 
most  expensive  part  of  any  dam — the 
foundation — are  not  included  in  the  $52 
million  price  tag  we  are  looking  at  today. 

Foundation  costs  are  not  the  only 
added  costs  developed  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  which  have  been  conveniently 
omitted  in  today’s  cost  estimate.  The 
corps  says : 

In  order  to  use  the  lower  100,000  acre-feet 
for  flood  control,  lowering  of  the  outlet 
works  or  installation  of  a  second  tunnel 
would  be  required  which  could  increase  the 
project  cost  materially. 

I  submit  that  the  $52  million  price  tag 
is  but  a  foot  in  the  door,  I  have  great 
aversion  to  authorizing  a  project  at  a 
fictitious  cost  figure  after  an  agency  of 
our  Government,  in  a  formal  engineer¬ 
ing  report,  says  flatly  that  the  essential 
foundation  will  cost  more  and  that  the 
flood  control  facilities  will  cost  more. 

But  these  are  not  the  only  items  where 
the  cost  picture  will  change  for  the 
worse.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  in  Inte¬ 
rior  Report  No.  4  says  that  proper  use 
of  Burns  Creek  to  take  advantage  of 
flood  control  opportunities  will  require 
changes  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s 
operating  procedure  at  the  expense  of 
some  power  production.  Loss  of  power 
production  will  mean  loss  of  claimed 
revenues. 

Now  here  is  a  project  that  was  the 
subject  of  full  hearings  before  the  House 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
and  turned  down  after  exhaustive  exam¬ 
ination.  Burns  Creek  then  was  a  $48,- 
700,000  project  that,  by  Bureau  figures, 
failed  to  pay  its  own  annual  cost  by  $311,- 
000  a  year.  Now  the  admitted  cost  is  $52 
million  and  the  actual  cost  when  the 
inadequacies  of  foundation  conditions 
and  flood  control  facilities  are  corrected 
must  be  millions  more. 

Have  the  Bureau’s  feasibility  figures 
changed  to  compensate  for  the  higher 
costs?  They  have  not — not  one  iota. 
They  have  not  even  been  adjusted  to 
compensate  for  the  increase  from  the 
$48  million  to  the  $52  million  figure,  let 
alone  for  the  additional  expense  Interior 
Report  No.  4  makes  evident.  What  the 
annual  loss  would  actually  prove  to  be  if 
we  were  provided  with  a  realistic  ac¬ 
counting  of  an  accurate  price  tag  is  some¬ 
thing  we  have  not  been  told. 

To  be  fair  to  the  taxpayers  who  always 
end  up  by  paying  the  bill  when  we  au¬ 
thorize  projects  with  misleading  financial 
information,  and  to  assure  ourselves  that 
at  least  we  are  voting  on  conditions  that 
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actually  exist,  this  Burns  Creek  project 
should  be  sent  to  the  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  so  it  can  examine  the 
new  costs  revealed  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers.  In  good  conscience  I  cannot  see 
how  we  could  do  otherwise. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  associate  my¬ 
self  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa.  I  am  also  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  word  “reclamation” 
has  high  political  appeal  in  the  West  and 
to  a  somewhat  lesser  degree  so  does  flood 
control.  Now,  I  know  of  no  reasonable 
man  who  will  argue  the  merit  of  bona 
fide  reclamation  projects  which  the  facts 
have  proven  to  be  economically  feasible 
and  the  construction  of  which  would  be 
in  the  overall  national  interest.  The 
same  may  be  said  about  projects  with 
bona  fide  and  I'ealistic  flood  control  fea¬ 
tures.  However,  it  is  the  fiim  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Congress,  a  sacred  trust,  to 
obtain  all  the  technical  and  economic 
facts  about  any  so-called  reclamation  or 
flood  control  project,  to  conduct  open 
and  complete  hearings,  and,  after  taking 
under  advisement  the  views  expressed  in 
support  of  and  in  opposition  to  the  proj¬ 
ect  and  after  careful  and  objective  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  facts,  to  decide  whether 
or  not  the  project  is  worthy  of  approval. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  the  omnibus  rivers  and 
harbors  and  flood  control  bill  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  in¬ 
cludes  a  project  which,  if  authorized, 
would  constitute  a  gross  violation  of  our 
sacred  trust  to  screen  out  unworthy  and 
uneconomic  projects.  This  is  the  $52 
million  Bums  Creek  project  proposed 
for  construction  in  southeastern  Idaho. 
Burns  Creek  has  ah’eady  been  carefully 
evaluated  by  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  and  found  wanting. 
It  was  defeated  by  committee  vote  on 
February  7,  1962.  I  am  certain  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  surpi'ised,  shocked,  and  in¬ 
sulted  to  find  Bums  Creek  turning  up 
like  a  bad  penny  in  the  omnibus  au¬ 
thorization  bill — especially  on  the  basis 
of  masquerading  Ufis  project  as  a  flood 
control  project.  ^ 

Reclamation  and  flood  control  jointly 
occupy  a  warm  spot  in  the  heart  of  many 
of  ,us  far  removed  from  the  reclamation 
States.  I  certainly  am  sympathetic  to 
flood  control  projects  since  I  have  meri¬ 
torious  projects  in  my  own  district.  But 
we  would  be  derelict  in  our  duty  if  we 
did  not  weed  out  expensive,  unnecessary 
projects  which  entail  a  gross  waste  of 
public  funds.  Burns  Creek  is  such  an 
unnecessary  and  uneconomic  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  Congress 
has  already  abdicated  too  many  of  its 
prerogatives  and  obligations  by  giving 
excessive  administrative  control  and  de¬ 
cision  to  the  experts  in  the  Executive 
agencies  In  the  planning  and  selection  of 
water  resources  projects.  Is  the  Con¬ 
gress  now  so  inferior  to  the  bureaucratic 
agencies  that  the  experts  can  tag  just 
any  rag-tail  project  with  a  reclamation 
or  flood-control  label  and  ram  its  au¬ 
thorization  down  our  thrdats?  Are  the 
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legislative  bodies  now  the  weak  sisters  of 
our  American  system  of  checks  and  bal¬ 
ances?  I  think  it  is  high  time  we  re¬ 
assume  our  rightful  prerogative  of  full 
control  over  the  project  authorization 
process.  There  is  no  better  place  to 
start  than  with  Burns  Creek. 

This  project  is  a  classic  example  of 
wasteful  spending  at  its  destructive 
worst.  The  cost  of  $52  million,  accord¬ 
ing  to  tho  latest  estimates  of  these  ex¬ 
ecutive  agency  experts,  is  already  a  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  from  previous  esti¬ 
mates.  I  defy  anyone  to  tell  me  what 
the  final  cost  would  be.  We  can  be  sure 
it  is  not  going  to  stop  at  $52  million.  It 
is  imeconomic.  It  is  obviously  and  ad¬ 
mittedly  a  power  project  since  98  percent 
of  its  construction  costs  are  allocated  to 
hydroelectric  power  generating  facilities. 
By  itself  it  can  never  repay  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  its  reimbursable  construction  costs. 
In  fact,  annual  power  revenues  from 
Bums  Creek  would  be  over  $350,000  less 
than  required  to  pay  the  interest  obliga¬ 
tion  which  the  experts  have  presump¬ 
tuously  assumed  at  only  2.632  percent. 
The  experts  have  therefore  proposed  in¬ 
tegration  of  Burns  Creek  electrically,  hy¬ 
draulically,  and  financially  with  an  al¬ 
ready  authorized  and  operating  self- 
liquidating  reclamation  project.  Pali¬ 
sades  upstream.  In  other  words,  these 
experts  intend  to  subsidize  the  uneco¬ 
nomic  Burns  Creek  power  project  with 
revenues  from  a  good  reclamation  proj¬ 
ect,  Palisades.  And  this  is  the  project 
we  are  now  considering  even  though  it 
was  rejected  as  unworthy  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
only  8  months  ago,  a  committee  on  which 
I  have  the  honor  to  serve. 

Reclamation  is  going  to  lose  a  lot  of 
eastern  friends  if  this  sort  of  thing  keeps 
up.  There  is  no  rational  justification  of 
Burns  Creek  except  to  supply  subsidized 
Federal  electricity  to  a  few  select 
special-interest  groups  in  southeastern 
Idaho.  We  should  not  permit  authori¬ 
zation  of  an  unnecessary  project  which 
will  benefit  only  a  very  small  region  at 
the  expense  of  others.  I  submit  that 
Burns  Creek  means  $52  million  of  spend¬ 
ing  whici  cannot  be  justified. 

(Mr.  ASHBROOK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  also 
wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa.  He 
has  very  carefully  and  very  accurately 
painted  the  picture  of  this  project.  Its 
costs  far  exceed  those  that  are  printed 
in  the  committee  report  here  and  the 
revenue  structure  will  be  impeded  if  this 
project  is  built.  I  think  it  would  be  a 
great  reflection  on  the  soundness  of 
judgment  of  this  Congress  should  this 
project  remain  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  clear  up  one  state¬ 
ment  that  was  made  here  recently  re¬ 


garding  testimony  before  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  today  on 
this  project. 

As  a  member  of  that  committee  I  sat 
through  the  hearings.  When  the  ques¬ 
tion,  as  stated  on  the  floor,  was  asked  the 
representative  of  the  Utah  Power  Com¬ 
pany,  whether  or  not  they  would  furnish 
or  build  lines  in  this  area,  the  answer 
was  no.  The  reason  was  given  that  be¬ 
cause  of  a  power  hookup  and  the  Utah 
Power  Co.  and  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  it 
would  not  be  necessary  to  build  lines  in 
there  because  it  would  be  uneconomical 
to  go  that  distance,  but  the  area  could 
be  and  would  be  served  and  was  being 
served  with  power  presently  in  existence 
within  the  Utah  Power  Co.  and  the  Idaho 
Power  Co. 

I  opposed  this  project,  the  State  of 
Wyoming  opposed  it,  because  it  is  un¬ 
economical.  I  resent  the  fact  that  the 
people  from  my  State,  the  State  itself, 
and  others  have  been  denied  the  privilege 
of  appearing  before  the  committee  on  a 
project  which  is  as  important  to  the 
people  as  this  one  is.  I  think  it  is  poor 
legislative  procedure.  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
proper  to  take  a  bill  which  has  been 
acted  upon  in  good  faith  by  one  of  our 
standing  committees  and  then  within  a 
period  of  a  few  months  give  it  to  another 
committee  and  pursue  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  theory. 

I  hope  the  Members  of  the  House  will 
see  the  fairness  of  the  position  of  those 
who  oppose  the  project  and  will  sustain 
the  motion  to  strike,  and  will  consider 
allowing  a  full  and  open  hearing  in  the 
next  session  of  the  Congress. 

(Mr.  DENT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  water  is 
not  the  only  resource  we  need  be  con¬ 
cerned  with.  Coal  is  a  resource  and  an 
important  one  too.  Burns  Creek,  mis¬ 
labeled  with  the  good  name  of  reclaca- 
tion  or  partially  hidden  under  a  flimsy 
veil  of  extremely  nebulous  flood-control 
benefits,  is  still  nothing  more  nor  less 
than  a  poor  and  uneconomical  power 
project.  Burns  Creek  by  any  name 
would  still  be  extremely  detrimental  to 
the  ailing  coal  industry  in  the  surround¬ 
ing  States.  The  coal  mining  companies 
and  labor  unions  have,  and  continue  to, 
vigorously  oppose  Burns  Creek.  The 
State  of  Wyoming  and  the  Wyoming 
Natural  Resource  Board  imqualifledly 
oppose  Burns  Creek.  All  requested  an 
opportunity  to  appear  and  testify  in  op¬ 
position  before  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  but  were  arbitrarily  deprived  of 
their  right  to  be  heard. 

I  wonder  how  long  eastern  Congress¬ 
men  and  their  tax-paying  constituents 
will  continue  to  shell  out  hard-earned 
tax  dollars  to  subsidize  Government 
power  generation  to  a  small,  select  and 
self-interested  handful  of  priviliged 
citizens?  Most  of  the  electric  power 
which  would  generate  at  Burns  Creek 
would  go  to  three  growing  and  prospering 
commimities  serving  urban  residents  and 
business  organizations.  A  favored  few 
would  gobble  up  the  excessively  priced 
benefits  of  Burns  Creek  with  the  Nation’s 
hard-pressed  taxpayers  paying  the  bill. 

In  addition,  every  kilowatt-hour  of 
power  generated  at  Bums  Creek  would 
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replace  1  pound  of  coal  on  the  market — 
a  poimd  which  would  be  mined,  mar¬ 
keted,  and  burned  in  a  steam  generator 
to  produce  an  equivalent  kilowatt-hour 
if  Burns  Clreek  did  not  exist.  The  power 
developed  at  Burns  Creek  would  displace 
20,000  man-shifts  per  year  in  the  al¬ 
ready  depressed  coal  industry,  an  em¬ 
ployment  equivalent  to  250,000  tons  of 
coal  mined  annually,  with  a  loss  of  $275,- 
000  in  mine  payroll  and  $225,000  in  sup¬ 
plies  purchased  locally.  And  also  a  re¬ 
duction  in  annual  State  and  local  taxes 
of  $18,000  and  of  annual  payments  to 
the  United  Mine  Workers  of  America 
health,  welfare,  and  retirement  fund  of 
$100,000. 

The  little  town  of  Kemmerer,  Wyo., 
would  be  part^icularly  hard  hit  by  the 
detrimental  effect  of  Bums  Creek.  Kem¬ 
merer  was  founded  as  the  center  of  the 
coal  mining  industry  in  southwestern 
Wyoming.  Over  the  years  the  economic 
health  of  Kemmerer  has  fluctuated  with 
the  ups  and  downs  of  the  coal  industry. 
The  coal  fields  of  southwestern  Wyoming 
have  felt  the  full  impact  of  the  current 
depressed  state  of  the  coal  business. 
Now,  a  utility  company  is  building  a 
large  coal-burning  thermoelectric  plant 
near  Kemmerer.  New  hope  and  new  life 
have  been  given  to  the  town  of  Kem¬ 
merer.  The  citizens  in  the  area  are  se¬ 
riously  concerned  with  the  effect  of 
Burns  Creek. 

The  mayor  of  Kemmerer  traveled  all 
the  way  to  Washington  in  1959  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Irrigation  and  Reclamation  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  Burns  Creek.  That  is  how  con¬ 
cerned  he  was.  I  am  particularly  im¬ 
pressed  with  one  statement  the  mayor 
made  at  that  time.  This  is  his  state¬ 
ment: 

I  should  like  to  emphasize  to  you  that 
the  people  of  this  area  of  Wyoming  are  ap¬ 
pearing  before  this  Senate  committee  with¬ 
out  any  Intention  of  asking  for  Govern¬ 
ment  assistance  or  aid,  nor  do  we  ask  this 
committee  to  expend  one  dollar  of  the  tax¬ 
payer’s  money  In  our  behalf.  We  are  here 
simply  to  request  that  you  do  not  put  a 
stumbling  block  In  our  way.  to  ask  that  you 
allow  us  to  work  our  own  destiny  and  to 
develop  our  economic  future  with  our  own 
capital  and  our  own  Initiative. 

This  has  the  clarion  ring  and  virile 
spirit  of  our  forefathers  who  fought  to 
make  America  great.  We  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  put  a  stumbling  block  in  the  way 
of  citizens  whose  spirit  reflects  so  nobly 
the  traditional  spirit  of  American  get- 
up-and-go.  We  cannot  afford  to  let  an 
uneconomical,  unnecessary  power  proj¬ 
ect  slip  by  under  the  false  guise  of 
reclamation  or  flood  control. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  couple  of  things 
should  be  said  to  set  the  record  straight 
in  connection  with  this  particular 
project. 

I  am  one  of  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  who  also  sat  on 
the  Committee  on  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  and  I  listened  to  the 
evidence  with  regard  to  this  project. 

There  are  three  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  at  the  present 
time  who  sat  on  the  Committee  on  Inte- 
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rior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  heard  the 
evidence  on  this  project.  I  think  the 
record  will  show  every  member  who 
heard  the  evidence  over  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  voted 
to  report  this  project  out  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

The  plain  fact  of  the  matter  is  this 
is  a  good  project.  It  was  good  enough 
to  get  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  under  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration  when  the  man  who  repre¬ 
sented  that  district  was  a  member  of  Mr. 
Eisenhower’s  party. 

When  you  get  right  down  to  the  meat 
in  the  coconut,  this  bill  failed  to  be  re¬ 
ported  out  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  for  one  rea¬ 
son,  and  no  other,  and  that  is  that  some 
of  the  members  of  the  other  party  who 
were  champions  of  the  bill  w'hen  the 
district  was  represented  by  a  Republi¬ 
can  Congressman  turned  a  flip  in  mid 
air  and  opposed  this  project  when  we  got 
a  Democratic  Representative  from  that 
district  who  was  sponsoring  the  bill. 
The  record  will  show  that  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
This  is  a  good  project.  The  Eisenhower 
engineers  said  it  was  a  good  project,  the 
Eisenhower  Bureau  of  the  Budget  said 
it  was  a  good  project. 

The  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  of  this  administration  have  said 
it  is  a  good  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  said  it  has 
no  flood  control  in  it.  The  report  shows 
on  page  224  thereof,  if  the  Members  of 
the  Committee  will  take  the  time  to  look 
at  it,  that  there  are  annual  benefits  of 
$120,000  a  year  in  flood  damage  preven¬ 
tion  under  this  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  insofar  as  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  concerned,  it  is  1.7  to  1. 
That  is  a  good  project  ratio  by  any 
standard.  It  was  good  enough  to  be 
something  that  our  distinguished  minor¬ 
ity  leader  identified  himself  publicly 
with  under  the  previous  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  the  Members 
of  the  Committee  that  we  ought  to  stand 
together  in  support  of  this  committee 
bill,  and  approve  this  project. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sure  that  it  is  the  desire  of  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House  that  they  serve  the 
best  interests  of  this  Nation.  I  should 
say  to  the  Members  of  the  Committee 
that  you  have  an  excellent  opportunity 
to  do  so  by  supporting  the  Baldwin 
amendment  that  is  now  before  us  for 
consideration.  I  say  this  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs,  as  a  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  has  held  hearings  on 
this  project  ever  since  I  came  to  Con¬ 
gress;  yes,  for  4  years  we  have  been 
seriously  concerned  with  this  project.  I 
cannot  for  the  life  of  me  understand  how 
or  why  we  should  even  have  the  project 
before  us  at  this  point,  when  that  com¬ 
mittee,  after  the  most  complete  and  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings,  after  having  heard  aU 


the  people  who  have  an  interest  testify 
before  that  committee,  and  after  the 
judgment  of  that  committee  then  is  such 
that  it  has  turned  it  down,  but  definitely, 
just  a  matter  of  a  few  months  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  said  just 
a  few  minutes  ago  that  this  was  such 
a  good  project  and  it  had  the  support  of 
any  number  of  people.  If  that  were  the 
case,  then  I  must  obviously  ask  the  ques¬ 
tion;  Why?  How  come  it  was  not  ap¬ 
proved  prior  to  this  time?  How  come  it 
has  not  received  approval  at  any  time 
where  hearings  have  been  held  and  where 
there  has  been  a  complete  analysis  of 
the  cost  factors,  of  the  need  factors,  and 
all  of  the  items  involved  that  have  been 
heard  and  considered?  'The  answer  is 
simple,  it  is  a  bad  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  permit  me  to  relate  to 
the  members  of  the  committee  just  a  few 
of  the  objections,  and  I  wish  I  had  time 
to  go  over  all  of  them:  This  project  in 
its  own  right  could  not  stand  up  by  it¬ 
self  under  any  circumstances.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  if  the  power  revenues 
were  called  upon  to  pay  for  this  project, 
they  would  have  to  raise  the  rates  to 
such  a  degree  it  would  be  completely  un¬ 
feasible.  This  is  no  secret  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  Everyone  knows 
it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  order  to  make 
it  pay  out  at  all  they  are  going  to  have 
to  take  over  $30  million  of  profits  from 
the  Palisades  project  moneys  that 
would  otherwise  go  back  into  the  Federal 
Treasury,  if  you  please. 

Mr.  Chairman,  then  there  is  the 
matter  of  need.  There  was  no  evidence 
submitted  to  the  committee  that  there 
was  any  need.  In  fact,  there  was  evi¬ 
dence  to  the  reverse,  that  there  was 
every  possibility  that  all  of  the  electrical 
needs  of  that  area  would  be  supplied, 
could  be  supplied,  and  that  there 
definitely  was  not  any  need  for  this  kind 
of  a  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  permit  me  to  bring  into 
consideration  one  further  item:  This 
project  in  addition  will  aggravate  one  of 
the  items  that  has  been  before  this 
House  constantly  during  this  session, 
that  of  imemployment.  This  is  why  the 
electrical  workers,  the  United  Mine 
Workers,  have  all  expressed  their  op¬ 
position  to  it.  Why?  Because  it  means 
less  jobs  in  the  United  States,  and  I  ask 
the  members  of  the  committee  whether 
or  not  this  has  not  been  one  of  the  truly 
great  concerns  of  this  session  of 
Congress? 

If  we  piece  all  of  these  items  to¬ 
gether — first,  that  there  is  not  any  need; 
and  secondly,  that  it  is  a  completely 
infeasible  project;  and  thirdly,  that  it 
can  do  nothing  but  aggravate  problems 
that  already  exist,  then  how  in  the 
name  of  common  sense  can  this  House 
on  this  day  approve  this  project,  when 
we  know  that  the  recommendation  has 
come  to  us  without  having  heard  all  the 
testimony  that  has  been  presented  in 
connection  with  it?  It  seems  so  incon¬ 
sistent  to  me,  when  you  have  a  commit¬ 
tee  whose  prime  purpose  it  has  been  to 
give  consideration  to  this  matter,  that 
has  gone  into  it  thoroughly  and  com¬ 
pletely — and  there  are  those  of  us  who 
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sat  through  all  these  hearings — when 
that  committee  arrives  at  a  decision  and 
then  we  circumvent  it  in  this  manner, 
why  do  we  even  have  our  committee? 
Why  do  we  go  through  that  entire 
process,  having  given  those  who  ap¬ 
peared  as  witnesses  the  assurance  that 
their  statements  were  going  to  be  given 
consideration?  They  have  every  right 
to  expect  that  their  efforts  should  be  re¬ 
spected.  Do  you  need  any  more  evidence 
than  these  I  have  referred  to  to  turn 
down  this  project? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  involved  in  the 
question  that  is  before  you  today  and  at 
this  time  is  not  merely  that  of  a  project. 
It  involves  the  very  integrity  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  If  you,  as 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  believe  in  the  committee  system, 
then  you  have  no  choice  but  to  support 
this  amendment  and  to  strike  this  provi¬ 
sion  from  this  bill. 

Why  do  I  say  that?  The  first  bill  on 
this  project  was  presented  several  Con¬ 
gresses  ago  by  Congressman  Budge  and 
Senator  Welker  as  a  result  of  a  com¬ 
munication  from  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment.  It  was  referred  to  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  it 
was  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  after 
thorough  hearings  in  each  succeeding 
Congress  it  was  defeated. 

As  a  result  I  want  to  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  certain  startling  facts.  This  is 
here  as  a  flood  control  project.  In 
February  of  this  year,  the  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  who  are  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  telling  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  how  much  flood  control  there 
is  in  any  project,  submitted  their  state¬ 
ment  to  the  House  and  Senate  commit¬ 
tees  and  said  that  of  the  $48  million 
involved  in  this  project  there  was  not 
one  penny’s  worth  of  flood  control. 

I  defy  any  Member  of  Congress  or  any¬ 
one  in  this  room  to  rise  and  challenge 
that  statement. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  Public 
Works  Committee  report  on  page  225  in¬ 
dicates  $120,000  of  annual  flood  control. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  not  the  ques¬ 
tion  I  asked.  I  defy  anyone  to  find  in 
the  report  that  was  given  to  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  where  there  was  1  cent’s  worth  of 
flood  control;  not  a  penny. 

After  it  was  defeated  in  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  after  full  and  complete  hearings, 
people  went  down  and  asked  them  how 
they  could  get  this  project  through. 
They  went  to  the  Army  Engineers.  This 
is  the  same  group  that  for  years  has 
declared  in  report  after  report  that  there 
is  no  flood  control  in  this  project.  They 
took  the  same  project,  and  they  now 
added  the  report  that  you  have  before 
the  House  Committee  of  Public  Works. 
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I  can  teU  you  that  if  this  goes  through 
you  might  as  well  forget  about  your  com¬ 
mittee  system  in  Congress,  because  all 
you  have  to  do  is  have  a  bill  defeated  in 
one  committee,  go  down  and  get  some¬ 
body  in  a  department  downtown  to  take 
the  same  project,  with  no  study  what¬ 
soever,  change  a  figure  or  two,  reshufBe 
all  the  figures,  then  bring  it  to  another 
committee  that  might  be  more  favorably 
disposed  to  it,  and  end  up  in  getting  it 
passed.  This  is  what  is  involved  in  this 
project. 

There  is  absolutely  no  need  for  this 
project  at  this  time.  What  started  out 
to  be  a  small  re-regulating  reservoir  cost¬ 
ing  about  $5  million  has  now  grown  to 
be  a  public  power  project  costing  over 
$50  million. 

In  the  testimony,  session  after  session 
before  our  committee,  they  admitted  that 
97  and  a  fraction  percent  of  all  the  bene¬ 
fits  on  this  project  were  going  to  be  pow¬ 
er,  The  testimony  is  replete  that  the 
power  produced  at  this  site  cannot  be 
sold,  at  the  same  price  as  Palisades 
Power.  This  power  will  be  so  expensive 
that  if  sold  at  that  rate  it  will  not  even 
pay  the  interest  on  the  bonds. 

The  only  thing  you  can  do  this  after¬ 
noon  by  voting  for  this  project  is  to  defy 
the  committee  system  of  Congress,  and 
put  on  the  books  a  project  which  will 
drag  down  reclamation  into  the  dirt.  I 
challenge  you  from  the  West  to  vote  for 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  HARDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  very  humble  as 

1  stand  before  the  House  this  afternoon 
because  I  was  raised  in  the  Snake  River 
Valley  of  Idaho.  I  know  what  water 
means  to  the  fanners  of  Idaho.  When 
people  say  this  is  a  power  project,  I  reply 
that  the  impetus  for  the  Bums  Creek 
project  started  with  the  dirt  farmers  and 
the  water  users. 

This  project  has  had  unanimous  sup¬ 
port  in  the  State  of  Idaho  except  for  two 
power  companies.  The  chambers  of 
commerce  of  many  small  towns  in  Idaho 
after  hearing  the  testimony  on  Bums 
Creek  both  pro  and  con  have  gone  on 
record  supporting  this  project. 

I  would  like  to  review  the  history  of 
the  Bums  Creek  project  before  this  Con¬ 
gress;  it  has  twice  passed  the  Senate, 
once  on  the  Consent  Calendar  and  once 
on  a  voice  vote.  It  is  true  that  it  has 
been  rejected  only  once  in  the  Interior 
Committee.  It  has  never  come  to  a  vote 
before  in  the  full  Interior  Committee  be¬ 
fore  this  year.  The  Subcommittee  on 
Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  after  hear¬ 
ing  lengthy  testimony  on  the  project,  has 
voted  twice  to  approve  it,  once  on  a  voice 
vote  again,  and  again  by  a  vote  of  nearly 

2  to  1. 

I  might  say  further,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  what  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  said  is  true.  I  am  sorry  it  is  true, 
but  two  of  the  minority  members  in  the 
Interior  Committee  that  were  two  of  the 
foremost  sponsors  of  the  bill  2  years  ago 
have  now  reversed  their  position  and 
voted  against  Bums  Creek  this  year. 
Even  though  the  leaders  of  the  Republi¬ 
can  Party  are  on  record  all  over  the 
United  States  of  America  as  supporting 
the  Bums  Creek  project,  including  Presi¬ 


dent  Eisenhower,  Vice  President  Nixon, 
and  even  our  distinguished  minority 
leader,  Charlie  Halleck.  They  have  all 
declared  their  support  for  the  Burns 
Creek  project,  yet,  there  has  not  been 
one  member  of  the  minority  party  so  far 
who  has  voted  for  the  project  in  four 
committee  votes  this  year.  I  just  want 
to  say  that  our  farmers  in  Idaho  are 
not  Democrats  and  Republicans — they 
are  Americans.  They  want  this  project. 
They  need  it.  It  is  a  good  project.  It 
has  been  recommended  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  by  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
I  sincerely  hope  the  House  will  in  its 
wisdom  approve  this  project  which  is  so 
desperately  needed  in  the  State  of  Idaho. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  peimission  to  speak 
out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  announce  that  Astronaut 
Schirra  has  landed  and  has  completed 
his  six  orbits  around  the  earth.  I  make 
this  announcement  with  pride  because 
he  comes  from  my  congressional  dis¬ 
trict.  He  is  another  great  example  of  a 
wonderful  team  we  have  working  for  us. 
It  is  a  great  source  of  satisfaction  to  our 
country. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a 
unanimous -consent  request? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  If  it  does  not  come 
out  of  my  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVTS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  be  closed  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  remarks  to  be  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  committee,  I  too  am 
delighted  to  hear  that  Astronaut  Schirra 
has  successfully  orbited  the  earth  six 
times.  I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  do  an 
equally  American  job  here  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  today  and  bring  this  bill 
down  out  of  orbit  and  onto  the  ground 
and  on  a  sound  fiscal  basis  by  eliminating 
the  Burns  Creek  project. 

Now  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  politics 
and  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  discussion 
about  who  voted  how  and  why.  I  just 
wonder  if  someone  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  could  answer  a  question,  and  I 
do  not  think  it  is  answerable,  if  this  is 
such  a  good  project  and  there  is  no  poli¬ 
tics  in  it,  why  in  the  world,  when  our 
distinguished  former  colleague  from  Ida¬ 
ho,  Hamer  Budget,  who  was  trying  so 
hard  to  get  this  project  through  for  so 
many  years,  did  the  Democratic  Con¬ 
gress  consistently  time  and  time  again 
not  even  vote  the  thing  out  of  the  com¬ 


mittee?  For  the  obvious  reason,  there 
is  something  v/rong  with  it. 

Now  we  set  ground  rules  when  we  were 
considering  this  bill  at  this  last  hour 
knowing  that  we  were  going  to  have 
problems  procedurally  if  we  tried  to  get 
through  a  controversial  bill.  Those 
ground  rules  were :  First,  there  should  be 
no  controversial  projects  in  this  bill;  and 
second,  they  should  have  clearance  of 
all  the  departments.  The  Bums  Creek 
project  is  about  as  controversial  a  project 
as  you  possibly  can  get  as  the  history 
of  the  project  itself  indicates.  This 
project  was  turned  down  by  the  I>emo- 
cratic  controlled  committee  which  has 
an  18  to  13  membership  on  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  by  a  vote 
of  17  to  14.  Does  that  sound  like  it  is 
partisan?  Of  course  not — it  is  a  bad 
project.  I  say  to  you,  we  ought  to  think 
twice  for  the  great  people  of  the  two 
great  States  who  are  opposing  this  proj¬ 
ect,  if  we  put  it  in  this  bill  without 
giving  their  representatives  even  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  be  heard.  That  is  the  pro¬ 
cedure  that  has  been  followed  with  re¬ 
gard  to  this  legislation.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  not  had  an  opportimity  to  be 
heard  on  this  project.  It  is,  as  I  said,  as 
controversial  as  you  can  get. 

The  Bums  Creek  proposal  in  the  om¬ 
nibus  bill  has  been  imposed  on  the  House 
in  one  of  the  slickest  maneuvers  we  have 
seen  in  recent  times.  How  did  it  get 
here?  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  pro¬ 
posed  it  in  1957.  From  1957  to  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  this  year  it  was  before  the 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 
It  was  killed. 

Stage  2:  Here  we  are  now.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  does  a  fadeout  and 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  March  does  a 
fade-in.  They  filed  a  report  on  Bums 
Creek,  recommending  it  for  construction 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Can  you 
imagine  the  Corps  of  Engineers  making 
a  study,  finding  less  than  10-percent  jus¬ 
tification  for  flood  control,  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  not  going  to  construct  the 
project  which  is  always  the  case  on  proj¬ 
ects  which  come  before  our  committee, 
but  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  going 
to  have  jurisdiction  over  this  project? 
What  a  sleight-of-hand  performance. 

From  the  Interior  Department,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation,  all  of  a  sudden  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  from  there 
it  goes  back  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion.  That  is  what  is  being  done. 

Stage  No.  3:  The  approach  now  is  to 
expose  the  Burns  Creek  project  to  action 
by  Congress  without  any  searching  anal¬ 
ysis  or  any  hearings  of  any  kind.  That 
is  what  is  happening. 

Let  me  direct  attention  to  a  few  more 
problems  involved.  This  is  part  of  the 
total  Columbia  River  Basin  program. 
The  other  body  has  included  in  their 
bill — and  I  have  it  right  here,  and  this 
is  what  we  are  going  to  be  faced  with 
when  we  get  to  conference — they  have 
Knowles  Dam,  they  have  Bruces  Eddy. 
All  of  you  know  about  these  projects,  you 
know  they  are  controversial.  But  they 
are  in  the  Senate  bill.  I  suppose  next 
we  will  be  faced  with  China  Gardens. 
The  cost  is  $1,400  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  project  proposed  in 
this  omnibus  bill  has  been  imposed  on 
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the  House  in  one  of  the  slickest  maneu¬ 
vers  we  have  seen. 

Let  me  explain  just  how  Burns  Creek 
has  come  up  before  us.  Tire  Bmeau  of 
Reclamation  first  proposed  this  project 
in  1957.  From  1957  to  the  beginning  of 
this  year  it  was  before  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  where  it 
rightfully  belonged.  That  committee  ex¬ 
amined  Burns  Creek  about  as  thoroughly 
as  any  project  has  ever  been  examined 
and  they  found  it  was  not  meritorious. 
They  expressed  their  final  disapproval  in 
February,  1962  when  they  refused  to  re¬ 
port  it.  This  is  stage  1. 

Next  comes  stage  2.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  does  a  fadeout  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  in  March,  comes  out 
with  a  hasty  report  on  Burns  Creek, 
recommending  it  for  construction  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Read  the  re¬ 
port  and  you  find  some  mumbo-jumbo 
about  flood  control  which  puts  the  stamp 
of  legitimacy  on  the  switch  of  Burns 
Creek  from  Reclamation  to  Corps.  And 
so,  because  the  Corps  is  now  the  sponsor¬ 
ing  agency  but  still  to  be  administered 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  the 
project  must  go  to  the  Public  Works 
Committee.  As  the  teenagers  say,  neat. 
By  this  simple  stratagem,  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  is  by¬ 
passed  and  the  project  is  ready  to  come 
before  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Then  comes  stage  3.  The  approach 
now  is  not  to  expose  the  Burns  Creek 
project  to  any  sort  of  searching  analysis. 
So  the  Public  Works  Committee  pub¬ 
lishes  no  schedule  of  projects  they  are 
going  to  consider  for  the  omnibus  bill. 
In  fact,  they  let  it  be  known  that  this 
bill,  because  it  has  been  so  hastily 
thrown  together  in  these  last  few  days 
of  the  session,  would  not  include  any 
controversial  projects. 

And  I  can  assure  my  colleagues,  if  they 
do  not  already  know  it.  Burns  Creek  is 
just  about  as  controversial  as  you  can 
get.  Then,  one  quiet  day,  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  committee  slips  Burns  Creek  into 
the  bill  on  a  few  minutes  of  testimony 
by  a  Corps  of  Engineers  witness.  When 
word  of  this  leaks  out  and  the  telegrams 
of  protest  begin  flooding  the  committee 
from  witnesses  who  wanted  to  be  heard 
in  opposition,  the  committee,  in  a  most 
undemocratic  fashion,  ignores  everyone 
of  them. 

This,  my  friends,  is  how  we  come  to 
consider  the  Burns  Creek  project  in  the 
omnibus  bill  today. 

Let  me  draw  attention  to  a  few  more 
inconsistencies . 

First,  if  this  is  a  reclamation  project 
then  it  belongs  with  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  and  it  should  be  before  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  where  it  was  before. 

If  it  is  a  flood  control  project,  then  it 
rightly  belongs  with  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  can  come  before  the  Public 
Works  Committee.  But — and  this  is  a 
big  but — then  the  Corps  should  construct 
it,  not  as  they  have  recommended,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Obviously, 
therefore,  this  is  simply  a  device  to  get 
this  project  out  of  one  committee  and 
into  another. 

Next,  it  must  be  remembered  that  this 
project  has  been  rejected  in  the  course 


of  the  regular  legislative  process.  What 
we  are  dealing  with  now  is  a  cynical  per¬ 
version  of  this  process. 

I  would  further  point  out  that  in  May 
of  this  year  the  Pubhc  Works  Committee 
held  hearings  on  some  10  or  more  Corps 
projects,  saying  it  did  not  intend  to  hold 
any  more  hearings.  But  suddenly,  with¬ 
in  the  last  few  days,  and  with  ill  con¬ 
sidered  haste,  the  committee  hauls  out 
the  barrel  and  stuffs  it  with  controversial 
projects.  This  is  done  in  hearings  so 
blatantly  and  obviously  staged  to  pre¬ 
vent  any  opposition  whatsoever  from 
being  heard  and  I  would  be  ashamed  for 
this  body  if  the  bill  goes  through  as  it 
has  been  presented  to  us. 

The  demerits  of  Burns  Creek  do  not 
need  elaboration  here.  The  project 
simply  is  no  good.  The  record  has 
already  established  that.  It  should  be 
sufficient  to  know  that  we  have  seen  a 
tremendous  concerted,  well-organized 
effort  go  into  covering  up  that  record. 
I  hope  the  majority  of  my  colleagues  will 
be  alert  to  this  and  will  register  their 
protest  by  voting  for  the  elimination  of 
this  project  from  the  bill. 

The  Bums  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir 
has  no  place, in  the  omnibus  rivers  and 
harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  It  fails  to 
meet  even  minimum  previously  accepted 
standards  for  economic  and  financial 
feasibility.  It  is  being  paraded  as  a  flood 
control  project  only  because  it  was  re¬ 
jected  as  a  reclamation  project  this  year 
by  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
after  5  years  of  consideration.  More¬ 
over,  if  it  were  a  flood  control  project, 
it  would  be  a  Corps  of  Engineers  respon¬ 
sibility  and  not  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
project  as  proposed  in  this  bill. 

The  Burns  Creek  project  was  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  Congress  as  a  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  project  on  April  4,  1957 — 
see  House  Document  No.  147,  85th  Con¬ 
gress.  Extensive  hearings  were  held  by 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  in  1958,  1959,  1960,  and  1961. 
The  committee  after  thorough  and 
searching  examination  consistently  re¬ 
fused  to  approve  the  project  for  Con¬ 
gressional  authorization.  The  latest  ac¬ 
tion  of  this  committee  occurred  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  7,  1962,  when  it  rejected  the  pro¬ 
posal  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

When  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was 
unsuccessful  in  inflicting  its  will  on  its 
counterpart  committee  in  the  Congress — 
the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee — which  is  responsible  for  and  inti¬ 
mately  familiar  with  the  program  of  this 
agency,  it  arranged  for  an  end  run 
around  this  committee  by  having  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  prepare  a  quickie 
report  recommending  this  project  for 
construction  by  the  Bureau.  Obviously 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  could  not  con¬ 
duct  any  real  study  or  prepare  any  in¬ 
telligent  report  in  that  short  period  of 
time  and  the  report  in  effect  so  states. 
The  Corps  has  not  even  investigated 
the  damsite.  Except  for  some  minor 
reexamination  of  the  flood  control  po¬ 
tentials  of  the  project,  the  Corps’  studies 
were  limited  to  a  summary  and  evalua¬ 
tion  of  the  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  on  the  project. 


The  corps  review  of  the  Bureau’s 
designs  indicated  that  "a  considerable 
amount  of  additional  exploration  will  be 
necessary  for  final  design”  of  the  dam. 
If  this  is  true,  it  would  be  difficult  to  as¬ 
sure  that  the  cost  estimates  can  be  firm. 
Burns  Creek  was  selected  as  a  project 
for  early  construction  because  of  the 
need  “to  insure  more  adequate  control  of 
stream  flows.”  Evidently,  the  control 
is  now  adequate  and  there  is  no  prob¬ 
lem  with  floods. 

The  report  shows  that  it  is  practical  to 
forecast  seasonal  runoff  volumes  on  the 
Snake  River  with  reasonable  accuracy, 
that  rainstorms  are  not  a  major  factor  in 
I'unoff  production  and  that  extensive 
I'egulation  and  a  “fairly  high  degree  of 
protection”  from  floods  now  exists.  The 
original  analysis  of  the  corps  used  in 
connection  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion’s  earlier  reports  determined  that  net 
flood  control  benefits  from  the  Burns 
Creek  project  would  be  minor.  The  flood 
damages  now  cited  in  the  report  repre¬ 
sent  those  that  would  have  occurred  un¬ 
der  original  conditions,  and  there  are  no 
data  to  show  how  these  figures  are  ad¬ 
justed  to  present  conditions.  Further¬ 
more,  the  basis  for  changing  the  original 
conclusions  are  not  shown.  There  is  no 
space  allocated  for  flood  control  storage 
and  the  operation  of  the  Burns  Creek 
project  for  power  is  a  major  use. 

The  appendix  purporting  to  show  how 
the  standard  project  flood  was  designed 
is  nothing  more  than  an  expose  of 
various  approaches  to  the  science  of  syn¬ 
thetic  flood  design  and  concludes  that 
the  flood  damage  and  benefit  estimates 
“should  be  verified  or  revised  by  a  con¬ 
ventional  derivation  in  substantial  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Civil  Works  Engineer  Bul¬ 
letin  No.  52-8.”  The  corps  appears  to  be 
straining  to  find  some  flood  control  ad¬ 
vantages  for  the  project.  Nevertheless, 
in  spite  of  the  historical  and  very  real 
question  as  to  whether  there  is  any  meas¬ 
urable  flood  control  need  or  benefit  in  the 
Bums  Creek  project,  some  flood  control 
has  been  claimed  as  a  purpose  and  costs 
have  been  allocated  to  it.  Apparently, 
therefore,  this  was  done  for  reasons  other 
than  physical,  economic  or  financial 
justification  or  merit  and  is  why  the 
corps  report  fails  to  mention  the  legis¬ 
lative  history  of  the  project.  The  report 
appears  to  be  merely  a  bold  device  for 
putting  a  new  face  on  the  Bureau  project 
to  make  it  logical  for  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  consideration. 

There  is  nothing  new  in  the  corps  re¬ 
port  which  was  not  available  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  its  earlier  considerations  of  the 
Burns  Creek  project. 

Facts  developed  during  previous  hear¬ 
ings  show  Burns  Creek  to  be  an  extreme¬ 
ly  uneconomical  project.  The  total 
Bums  Creek  net  annual  revenue  would 
fall  over  $300,000  short  of  even  meeting 
the  annual  interest  payments  on  the 
project  costs — at  2.632-percent  rate — 
without  repaying  1  cent  of  the  principal. 
Therefore,  tlae  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
would  have  to  integrate  it  with  the  up¬ 
stream  Palisades  project  in  Idaho  to 
make  it  appear  feasible.  Surplus  reve¬ 
nues  from  a  good  reclamation  project — 
Palisades,  would  be  used  to  subsidize  a 
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poor  power  project — Burns  Creek,  thei’e- 
by  deferring  the  payout  of  Palisades  some 
33  years  or  24  years  beyond  the  40-year 
period  established  by  law  for  reclamation 
projects. 

The  merits  or  demerits  of  this  project 
have  not  been  fully  discussed  before 
either  the  Flood  Control  Subcommittee 
or  the  full  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
Public  Works  Committee  has  not  had  the 
benefit  of  testimony  of  those  opposed  to 
the  authorization  of  this  project.  In 
fact,  several  individuals  from  the  project 
area — who  represent  both  labor  organ¬ 
ization  and  business — requested  time  to 
be  heard  in  opposition  to  Burns  Creek 
and  were  specifically  denied  that  oppor¬ 
tunity. 

The  project  is  being  railroaded  through 
the  Congress  by  a  committee  which  has 
approved  the  project  without  adequate 
study  and  consideration  of  the  many 
factors  involved  and  in  direct  contempt 
for  the  decision  of  the  committee  which 
considered  the  proposal  in  accordance 
with  established  procedures  and  which 
reached  its  conclusion  on  the  basis  of  all 
the  facts.  This  is  a  travesty  on  the 
democratic  process  and  an  insult  to  the 
Congress. 

To  include  a  project  of  this  contro¬ 
versial  nature  in  the  public  works  omni¬ 
bus  bill  at  this  late  date  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  session  can  only  be  construed  as  an 
obvious  pork  barrel  effort  and  legislative 
irresponsibility.  It  was  recognized  that 
proper  ground  rules  for  consideration  of 
this  bill  at  this  late  date  was  that  only 
noncontroversial  projects  would  be  in¬ 
cluded.  Since  no  witnesses  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  appear  except  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  this  bill  can  only  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  being  the  result  of  one  point  of 
view.  There  is  no  wish  here  to  impugn 
the  testimony  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
for  they  have  a  right  to  express  their 
thinking  on  the  project.  But,  to  include 
a  project  that  has  had  the  benefit  of  only 
the  executive  department’s  views  is  more 
in  keeping  with  the  method  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  Soviet  Union  than  with  the 
legislative  traditions  of  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
gress.  The  attempt  to  get  an  omnibus 
bill  out  at  the  last  minute  without  hear¬ 
ing  witnesses  in  opposition  who  other¬ 
wise  would  be  entitled  to  be  heard  on 
the  basis  that  the  proposed  projects  are 
noncontroversial,  shows  favoritism  and 
pressure  politics  of  the  worst  kind.  This 
type  of  last-minute,  narrowminded  legis¬ 
lating  must  be  avoided.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  so  urgent  about  Burns  Creek  that  we 
must  abandon  established  democratic 
legislative  procedures. 

Therefore,  I  sincerely  urge  the  dele¬ 
tion  of  the  Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  from  this  bill  and  passage  of  the 
Baldwin  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired.  All 
time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  B.\ldwin]. 

The  question  was  taken  and  the  Chair 
announced  that  the  noes  appeared  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 


Tellers  were  ordered  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Davis  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  Mr.  Baldwin. 

The  committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  106,  noes 
109. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Schwengel: 
On  page  44,  strike  out  line  24  and  all  that 
follows  down  through  and  Including  line  4 
on  page  45. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  intent  of  the  amendment  is 
clear.  At  the  outset  I  want  to  remind 
you  that  a  pretty  strong  plea  was  made 
down  here  on  the  floor  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  system  of  the  Congress  was  at  stake. 
With  this,  I  wholly  agree.  But,  Mr. 
Chairman,  more  is  at  stake.  It  is  the 
orderly  procedure  of  the  operation  of  this 
great  legislative  body  and,  maybe,  free¬ 
dom.  This  is  something  we  had  better 
think  about  and  think  pretty  seriously 
about  these  days. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  authorization  of  the 
China  Gardens  project  on  the  Snake 
River,  costing  $75  million,  which  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill,  should  be  and  can  be 
deferred  at  this  time  without  adverse 
effects.  Let  me  underscore  that:  It  can 
be  postponed  without  any  adverse  effects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  China  Gardens 
project  is  a  companion  project  to  the 
proposed  $257  million  High  Moimtain 
Sheep  project  which  is  now  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  for  early 
decision.  China  Gardens  would  be  op¬ 
erated  in  coordination  with  that  project 
to  produce  power  and  reregulate  the 
fluctuating  water  releases  from  the  High 
Mountain  Sheep  project  which  is 
planned  to  be  located  immediately  up¬ 
stream. 

China  Gardens  should  be  constructed 
and  operated  by  the  same  entity  that 
constructs  High  Mountain  Sheep  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  absolutely  no 
justification  for  Federal  construction  of 
the  China  Gardens  project  which  de¬ 
rives  its  benefits  almost  100  percent  from 
power.  Listen,  only  two-tenths  of  1 
percent  of  its  benefits  are  assigned  to 
the  other  purposes,  which  is  recreation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Pacific  Northwest 
Power  Co.,  an  outstanding  electric  util¬ 
ity,  has  a  pending  license  application 
with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  for 
the  High  Mountain  Sheep  project. 
Hearings  on  the  High  Mountain  Sheep 
project  have  been  completed  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  and  the  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  a  license  should  be  forthcom¬ 
ing  in  the  very  near  future.  This 
company,  I  repeat,  is  competent,  it  is  re¬ 
sourceful,  and  fully  qualified  in  all  re¬ 
spects  to  construct  the  China  Gardens 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  listen  to  this:  This 
company  has  committed  itself  before  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee  to  build 
China  Gardens  if  it  receives  a  license 
to  construct  the  High  Mountain  Sheep 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  construction  of 
China  Gardens  by  this  company  will 
eliminate  a  present  drain  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  for  $75  million  required 
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for  its  construction.  And,  in  addition, 
listen,  would  pay  taxes  of  over  $75  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  next  50  years  at  the  present 
rates  and,  of  course,  double  that  amount, 
or  $150  million,  for  the  100  years  on 
which  China  Gardens  is  offered  in  the 
House  report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  ought  to  be  pretty 
seriously  in  the  minds  of  the  members 
of  the  committee  as  we  consider  this 
project.  We  ought  to  be  able  to  see  from 
this  alone  that  the  public  interest  is  not 
being  served  here.  This  is  just  one  of 
the  things  that  will  be  testified  to  and 
proved  beyond  doubt  before  our  com¬ 
mittee,  if  we  could  have  some  hearings 
on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  should  a  license  be 
denied  by  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  for  the  construction  of  the  High 
Mountain  Sheep  project,  which  is  highly 
unlikely,  then  the  Congress  will  have 
ample  time  at  a  future  session  to  au¬ 
thorize  China  Gardens  without  adverse 
effects  on  the  power  supplied  to  this 
region. 

China  Gai’dens  will  not  be  needed  for 
its  primary  operational  purpose  of  re¬ 
regulation  until  High  Mountain  Sheep 
is  constructed,  and  power  from  China 
Gardens  will  not  be  required  until  about 
1970,  nor  will  it  be  economic  until  that 
date. 

The  ratification  by  the  Canadian  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  treaty  between  Canada 
and  the  United  States  for  flood  control 
and  power  development  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  which  is  now  imminent, 
will  make  available  a  large  block  of  hy¬ 
droelectric  power.  This  power,  plus  the 
power  that  will  be  made  available  from 
the  construction  of  the  power  facilities 
at  the  Hanford  reactor  which  were  re¬ 
cently  authorized  and  the  expected  con¬ 
struction  of  other  hydroelectric  facili¬ 
ties,  eliminates  the  need  for  the  power 
from  China  Gardens  until  then. 

I  urge  support  of  my  amendment. 

(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  this,  again,  is 
just  another  smokescreen  thrown  up  by 
the  private  power  trusts.  This  China 
Gardens  project  is  a  meritorious  one. 
The  authority  for  the  review  of  this  proj¬ 
ect  was  approved  in  1955  by  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee.  The  project 
has  a  benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  1.7  to  1. 
Here,  in  this  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
report,  is  a  statement  that  the  omission 
of  the  High  Mountain  Sheep  project  has 
only  minor  effect  on  the  economic  jus¬ 
tification  for  the  China  Gardens  project. 
It  has  been  approved  by  the  Departments 
of  Interior,  Agriculture,  Commerce, 
HEW  and  the  State  of  Idaho.  The 
States  of  Washington  and  Oregon  have 
no  objection  to  it.  Also,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  has  no  objection. 

The  project  will  cost,  as  the  gentleman 
has  said,  $74,777,000.  It  is  a  very  im¬ 
portant  project  in  the  Columbia  River 
Basin  system,  of  which  the  Snake  River 
is  a  principal  tributary.  The  China 
Gardens  project  is  a  relatively  low-head 
dam  and  reseiwoir  with  an  initial  in- 
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stalled  capacity  of  180,000  kilowatts  for 
the  production  of  hydroelectric  power. 
It  will  also  provide  recreation,  which  is 
an  important  industry  in  these  times 
of  shorter  workweeks. 

We  must  start  development  of  our 
Columbia  River  Basin  in  Idaho,  if  we  are 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  people  who  will 
be  moving  into  our  great  Northwest. 
These  people  will  need  pov/er  and  the 
other  facilities  that  will  be  brought  about 
by  development  of  such  projects  as  those 
included  in  this  rivers  and  harbors  bill. 

I  certainly  hope  my  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues  will  vote  for  the  entire  bill  as  it 
has  been  presented  to  the  House  today. 
The  Idaho  projects  under  bitter  criticism 
should  not  be  deleted  from  this  im¬ 
portant  bill.  All  of  them  are  important 
and  are  in  accord  with  the  President’s 
message  regarding  the  development  of 
the  Nation’s  natural  resources. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can 
see  no  justification  for  Federal  constrac- 
tion  of  the  China  Gardens  project.  A 
non-Pederal  body  stands  ready  to  build 
China  Gardens  and  provide  the  same 
public  benefits  at  no  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers.  This  non-Pederal  body  is  com¬ 
petent,  resourceful,  and  fully  qualified 
in  all  respects  to  build  and  operate  this 
project. 

China  Gardens  would  function  as  a 
reregulating  dam  for  the  High  Mountain 
Sheep  project  upstream.  The  non-Fed- 
eral  entity  has  a  pending  license  appli¬ 
cation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  for  High  Mountain  Sheep  and  has 
committed  itself  in  hearings  before  a 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  to  construct  China 
Gardens  if  a  license  is  issued  to  it  for 
High  Mountain  Sheep.  Hearings  on 
High  Mountain  Sheep  have  been  com¬ 
pleted  before  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  question  as  to  a  license 
should  be  resolved  within  a  year.  Should 
a  license  for  High  Mountain  Sheep  be  de¬ 
nied  to  the  non-Pederal  entity,  this  com¬ 
mittee  could  then  consider  whether 
China  Gardens  should  be  authorized. 
Accordingly,  nothing  would  be  lost  by 
postponing  action  on  China  Gardens. 

The  committee  has  heard  absolutely 
no  testimony  from  anyone — either  pub¬ 
lic  witnesses  or  the  Corps  of  Engineers — 
upon  this  project  which  involves  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  public  funds  of  $74  million. 
There  are  interests  willing  to  build  this 
project  who  have  not  been  given  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  appear  and  present  their 
case.  Certainly,  if  we  as  a  committee 
are  to  perform  our  function,  no  projects 
should  be  authorized  until  full  opportu¬ 
nity  to  present  the  issues  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  have  been  afforded  all  interested 
parties,  including  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers.  To  authorize  this  project 
under  these  circumstances  seems  to  us 
to  be  reckless  and  unwarranted,  particu¬ 
larly  since  the  authorization  of  this  proj  - 
ect  would  deprive  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments  of  taxes  which  would 
result  from  private  development. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  There  is  testi¬ 
mony  on  record,  and  I  think  if  we  could 


hear  this  project  before  our  Committee 
we  would  find  out  that  this  could  be 
proved,  that  is  that  the  public-power 
interests  envision  the  production  of  180,- 
000  kilowatts  and  the  private-power  in¬ 
terests  envision  the  development  of  300,- 
000  kilowatts.  This  ought  to  be  con¬ 
sidered.  This  ought  to  be  an  important 
factor  as  you  consider  the  whole  project. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  think  the  public 
power  advocates  are  determined  to  grab 
off  this  project  here  and  .now  before  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  gets  busy  on  High  Moun¬ 
tain  Sheep  and  prove  they  can  do  a 
better  job  with  private  funds  than  can 
be  done  with  public  funds.  That  is  what 
is  behind  the  whole  thing.  If  that  is 
done,  it  is  going  to  affect  the  entire  Col¬ 
umbia  River  Basin  program,  amounting 
to  $1.4  billion.  That  is  what  is  involved. 
We  need  to  strike  thus  out  so  we  can 
prevent  the  Columbia  River  Basin  proj¬ 
ect  from  being  authorized  without  even 
holding  public  hearings. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel]. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  on 
that  I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Schwengel 
and  Mr.  McFall. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tel¬ 
lers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  92, 
noes 104. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  di¬ 
rect  my  remarks  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  We 
have  in  this  Public  Works  bill  on  page 
25,  the  so-called  Green  Swamp  Region 
of  Florida. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  calls  for  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  $57,760,000  of  Federal 
money  with  local  participation  to  the 
extent  of  about  $42  million. 

My  complaint  here  today,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  is  this:  This  may  be  a  good  project. 
There  may  have  been  some  slip-up  in 
the  committee  in  its  communication,  but 
I  have  in  my  congressional  district,  and 
a  large  part  of  this  project  is  in  my  con¬ 
gressional  district,  a  great  many  people 
who  are  violently  opposed  to  this  proj¬ 
ect.  I  had  contacted  the  committee  and 
asked  that  they  be  heard.  They  were 
not  given  that  opportimity,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  and  I  hope  that  before  any  appro¬ 
priations  are  made — as  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  would  demand  that  before  appropria¬ 
tions  are  being  made  or  will  be  made 
on  this  project  that  the  people  in  my 
congressional  district  who  are  going  to 
be  called  on  to  expend  $42  million  of 
their  own  money  be  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  be  heard.  I  would  just  like  to 
say  to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  that  I  realize  it  is  not 
his  fault,  and  I  realize  it  is  not  the  fault 
of  other  members  of  the  committee  that 
these  people  who  oppose  this  project 
were  not  heard.  But  I  do  say  this,  that 
where  the  expenditure  of  nearly  $100 
million  is  involved  and  where  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $42  million  of  the  people’s 
money  is  involved,  I  think,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  and  do  you  not  that  they  should 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard 


20713 

inasmuch  as  they  had  requested  to  be 
heard? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  am  vei’y 
soiTy  that  this  situation  developed.  The 
only  thing  I  can  promise  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Florida  is  that 
when  you  do  go  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  I  shall  be  glad  to  go  and 
state  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  this 
matter. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
and  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  4,  strike  out  line  6  and  all  that  follows 
down  to  and  including  line  12. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  During  debate  on  the 
bill,  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Haley]  commented  on  the  Green  Swamp 
region,  Fla.,  project,  which  is  partially 
in  his  district  and  also  in  mine  and  two 
other  districts,  as  of  1963  as  a  result  of 
the  redistricting,  and  which,  because 
of  the  tremendous  damage  done  by  floods 
in  this  area,  I  felt  it  essential  to  have 
put  in  the  bill  this  year.  I  did  not  realize 
that  it  was  controversial  until  it  came 
up  on  the  Senate  side,  with  some  wit¬ 
nesses  appearing  against  a  portion  of 
the  project,  pm-suant  to  which,  the  other 
body,  in  reporting  its  bill,  S.  3773,  in¬ 
cluded  a  proviso  on  page  30,  lines  13  to  16, 
and  I  quote : 

And  provided  further.  That  planning  and 
construction  on  the  Lowery-Mattie  Conserva¬ 
tion  Area  and  its  appurtenant  works  is  de¬ 
ferred  until  additional  studies  are  made 
thereon,  and  a  further  report  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

Which  protects  the  gentleman  and  his 
constituents  and  will  give  his  constitu¬ 
ents  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  at  a 
future  date.  T  can  inform  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  expect  to  be  appointed  a  con¬ 
feree  on  the  bill  when  the  Senate  acts 
and  will  give  serious  consideration  to 
the  inclusion  of  this  proviso  in  the  con¬ 
ference  bill,  yielding  of  course  to  the 
gentleman’s  concern  on  behalf  of  his 
constitutents  who  desire  to  be  heard. 
This  is  consistent  with  my  position  on 
the  total  bill,  having  stated  that  people 
should  be  entitled  to  be  heard  and  con¬ 
troversial  phases  of  the  project  should 
be  eliminated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one  of  two 
amendments  in  the  rivers  and  harbors 
section  of  the  omnibus  bill  that  are  being 
offered  for  the  reason  that  the  projects 
do  not  conform  to  the  basic  ground  rules 
which  I  believe  are  essential  for  the 
protection  of  the  integrity  of  this  bill, 
it  being  considered  in  the  waning  days 
of  this  Congress. 

The  ground  rules  that  are  being  vio¬ 
lated  in  these  two  projects  are  that  they 
have  not  cleared  the  proper  depart¬ 
mental  agencies  as  is  evidenced  by  the 
minority  report,  and  I  would  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  page  238  of  the  report  which  sets 
out  the  procedures  which  Congress  itself 
has  said  must  be  followed  by  our  com¬ 
mittee  in  considering  projects.  That  is 
specifically  provided  in  section  202  of 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Flood  Control 
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Act  of  1954  In  which  this  Congress 
stated : 

No  project  or  any  modification  not  au¬ 
thorized  on  a  project  for  fiood  control  or 
rivers  and  harbors  shall  be  considered  by  the 
Congress  unless  the  report  on  such  project 
or  modification  has  been  previously  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  con¬ 
formity  with  existing  law. 

The  project  under  discussion  which 
this  amendment  will  strike  is  the  Port 
Elizabeth  Channel  maintenance  project 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $230,500  a  year. 

There  is  no  politics  in  this;  there  was 
not  any  politics  in  the  other  two  amend¬ 
ments  offered.  This  is  a  question  of 
basic  fundamental  what  is  right  and 
what  is  wrong.  When  we  consider  this 
bill  on  this  basis  controversial  projects 
should  be  left  out,  projects  without 
proper  reports  should  be  left .  out,  and 
that  is  what  this  project  is.  It  does  not 
have  proper  clearance  from  the  proper 
agency.  The  report  was  not  acceptable 
to  the  Board  of  Engineers.  The  report 
was  not  acceptable  because  It  did  not 
show  the  measurement  under  the  bene¬ 
fit-to-cost  ratio.  The  report  was  sent 
back  to  the  District  Engineers  where  it 
now  lodges. 

This  means  that  the  report  has  not 
been  approved  by  the  Board  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  It  has 
not  prepared  the  proposed  report  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  required  by  the  law  with  the 
Board’s  report  to  the  Governor  of  the 
affected  States  and  other  interested 
Federal  agencies  for  comments  and  rec¬ 
ommendations.  Therefore,  it  is  not 
properly,  in  my  opinion,  before  our  com¬ 
mittee,  should  not  have  been  acted  on 
by  our  committee,  and  I  am  therefore 
moving  that  it  be  stricken. 

I  say  again  so  far  as  I  am  concerned 
the  position  being  taken  by  the  minority 
on  this  bill  is  to  protect  the  integrity 
of  this  bill  an  our  committee  in  this 
Congress  so  that  we  cannot  be  subject  to 
the  charge  of  pork -barreling  or  showing 
favoritism.  We  must  come  up  with  a 
bill  with  physical  projects  on  a  meritori¬ 
ous  basis. 

As  I  say,  there  is  no  politics  in  this  or 
in  the  other  two  motions.  This  happens 
to  be  in  a  Republican  district,  and  I  hap¬ 
pen  to  believe  Republicans  and  Demo¬ 
crats  alike  should  live  up  to  the  ground 
rules.  That  is  why  I  am  offering  this 
amendment  to  strike  this  particular 
project.  I  shall  also  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  covering  the  Jones  Inlet  proposi¬ 
tion,  and  trust  the  amendment  will  be 
agi'eed  to. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  on  the  pending  amendment  and 
the  two  previous  amendments.) 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer  ] .  This  is  a  Newark  Bay  channel¬ 
making  project  and  was  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee.  It  is  sound 
and  meritorious.  It  is  not  a  matter  of 
local  controversy  as  were  the  other  two 
large  projects  that  were  previously  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee.  It  is  merely 
a  channel-making  project  involving 
$230,500  a  year.  It  is  approved  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  They  sent  it  up  to 


the  Board  of  Rivers  and  Harbors  and 
the  Board  of  Rivers  and  Harbors  found 
they  included  something  in  the  cost- 
benefit  ratio  that  should  not  have  been 
included.  They  sent  it  back  to  the  corps 
for  a  refiguring.  We  have  received  from 
the  corps  an  informal  statement  by  let¬ 
ter,  stating  that  the  cost-benefit  ratio 
will  be  2  to  1.  In  every  way  this  is  a 
sound  and  meritorious  project.  The  com¬ 
mittee  gave  it  thorough  consideration, 
and  while  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
not  had  the  opportunity  to  consider  it 
we  on  this  side  feel,  in  spite  of  whatever 
technical  objection  may  be  made  to  it, 
that  there  is  no  controversy,  it  is  sound 
and  meritorious  and  should  be  accepted 
as  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  announce 
the  wonderful  news  that  astronaut 
Walter  Schirra  has  just  arrived  safely  on 
the  Kearsarge  carrier  deck  in  the  Pacific. 

He  is  back  safe  and  sound,  and  we  are 
all  thankful.  Schirria’s  almost  six  orbits 
of  the  world  today  have  been  an  out¬ 
standing  U.S.  space  accomplishment. 

Congratulations  to  our  present  U.S. 
team  of  seven  astronauts,  and  the  five 
successes  to  this  time.  Congratulations 
to  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Agency  under  the  leadership  of  Admin¬ 
istrator  James  Webb.  Congratulations 
to  the  House  Committee  on  Science  and 
Astronautics,  of  which  I  am  proud  to 
be  a  member,  as  well  as  to  the  Senate 
Space  Committee,  who  have  handled  the 
legislative  authority  for  these  NASA 
Mercury  man-in-space  programs.  Con¬ 
gratulations  to  Congressman  Albert 
Thomas,  and  his  appropriations  sub¬ 
committee  on  supplying  the  fimds. 
President  Kennedy  and  former  President 
Eisenhower  share  in  this  high  success 
of  the  Mercury  man-in-space  program. 

We  Americans  can  hold  up  our  heads 
today  in  the  real  progress  that  has 
marked  the  Schirra  remarkable  orbit  of 
the  world. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cramer)  there 
were — ayes  67,  noes  103. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

Tire  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  12,  strike  out  line  14  and  all  that  follows, 
down  to  and  including  line  21. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
involves  Jones  Inlet.  It  is  becoming 
quite  obvious  that  the  House  intends  to 
go  pork-barreling  along  its  way. 
Therefore,  I  shall  briefly  discuss  the 
project  which  is  being  objected  to.  It 
has  no  report  of  any  kind  from  any¬ 
body,  there  is  no  way  an  estimate  of  cost 
can  even  be  made. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  members  of  the 
committee  will  take  a  look  at  page  12 
of  the  bill,  the  members  will  see  that 
there  is  no  estimate  of  the  cost.  There 
is  no  cost  figure  in  the  bill  itself,  which 
is  the  best  indication  of  how  bad  a  proj¬ 
ect  it  is  from  the  standpoint  of  not 
properly  being  before  the  Congress. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  Congress 
will  strike  this  project  out  and  will  sup¬ 
port  my  amendment.  But  I  repeat  that 
it  appears  obvious  that  the  House  is  go¬ 
ing  to  merely  pork-barrel  its  way  along 
today.  So,  I  will  let  it  go  at  that. 

Mr.  PIIQE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  PIKE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  try 
to  be  brief  on  this  project.  I  did  not  in¬ 
tend  to  take  the  well  of  the  House  at  all 
today.  But  I  had  an  awful  shock  today 
when  I  heard  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer]  earlier  refer  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  project  as  a  “Republican”  proj¬ 
ect.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  assure  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  that  in  opposing 
it  he  need  not  feel  badly  at  all,  because 
I  want  to  guarantee  the  gentleman  that 
this  project  begins  at  a  place  called 
“Democrat  Point”  on  the  west  end  of 
Fire  Island,  and  it  happens  to  be  in  the 
congressional  district  which  I  have  the 
honor  to  represent. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  stand  corrected. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
assure  the  gentleman  from  Horlda  also 
that  this  is  a  project  which  was  brought 
up  in  a  hurry,  because  there  was  a  dis¬ 
aster  in  this  area  in  March  of  this  year. 

The  committee  report  says  that  con¬ 
tinuing  erosion  of  the  protective  and  rec¬ 
reational  beach  in  the  study  area  has 
progressed  in  recent  years  to  such  an  ex¬ 
tent  that  use  of  the  beach  is  impaired, 
and  improvements  to  the  shore  front 
areas  are  damaged  by  storms  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  possible  destruction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  “possible  de¬ 
struction.”  We  lost  100  homes  in  that 
district  this  year.  This  is  an  emergency 
pz-oject.  There  is  not  any  opposition  to 
it  locally  whatsoever,  unlike  other  proj¬ 
ects  which  we  have  discussed  here. 
However,  time  is  important  in  regard  to 
this  project.  It  cannot  be  postponed 
without  adverse  effects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  big  point  has  been 
made  of  the  fact  that  they  cannot  accu¬ 
rately  at  this  time  tell  us  the  exact  num¬ 
ber  of  dollars  which  may  be  required  sub¬ 
sequently  in  an^ appropriation  bill.  But 
I  say  to  the  m^bers  of  this  committee 
that  if  this  project  is  not  approved,  if 
this  amendment  is  agreed  to,  it  is  quite 
possible  that  the  cost  will  be  measured 
in  lives  and  not  in  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  McFALL.  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  with  the  statement  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  who  is  a 
member  of  the  committee.  I  also  want 
to  say  that  as  a  member  of  the  commit- 
mittee  myself  we  agree  with  what 
the  gentleman  says.  Many  members  of 
the  committee  have  seen  this  emergency 
situation  when  we  were  in  New  York,  and 
the  committee  feels  that  this  is  a  much- 
needed  and  necessary  project. 

Mr.  PIKE.  In  return,  I  will  say  that 
I  am  deeply  grateful  to  the  committee  for 
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having  been  aware  of  the  emergency  and 
disaster  nature  of  this  operation  up 
there.  I  am  greatly  appreciative  of  the 
fact  that  they  have  seen  fit  to  recognize 
this  emergency  and  do  something  about 
it. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  a  project  which  many  members 
of  the  committee  have  been  to  New  York 
and  looked  at  for  ourselves.  So,  there 
are  members  of  this  committee  who  are 
personally  acquainted  with  the  situation. 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  am  aware  of  the  fact 
that  the  committee  has  studied  it  very 
thoroughly  and  I  am  delighted  that  the 
committee  has  seen  fit  to  include  it  in 
this  bill.  I  think  it  would  be  a  great  mis¬ 
take  to  accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  too  have  been  there 
It  is  a  beautiful  beach — this  Jones 
Beach — but  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman 
also  that  possibly  the  Engineers  can 
come  up  with  a  good  project.  If  it  is  a 
good  one  and  is  feasible,  I  shall  be  for  it. 
But  we  do  not  know  what  it  is.  That 
is  the  problem.  I  understand  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  problem,  and  I  am  sympathetic 
with  it. 

Mr.  PIKE.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  is  saying  because  there  was  a 
storm  up  there  and  they  had  to  revise 
some  of  their  planning  before,  and  they 
have  not  got  their  plans  completed,  what 
the  gentleman  is  saying  is  because  we 
have  a  lot  of  erosion  up  there,  we  can¬ 
not  do  anything  about  the  erosion. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  BECKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
most  of  the  Members  of  the  House  know 
that  this  is  my  project,  and  has  been  so 
for  several  years.  I  worked  a  great 
many  years  in  an  effort  to  take  care  of 
the  beach  erosion  at  Jones  Beach,  caused 
by  the  silting  of  sand  at  the  Fire  Island 
Inlet. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  our  colleague  has 
said,  the  gentleman  fi'om  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Edmondson],  he  was  up  there  and  he 
viewed  it  and  so  did  many  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  come  up  and  view  the  project. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  little  correc¬ 
tion,  however.  In  the  course  of  this  au¬ 
thorized  project  the  first  phase  has  al¬ 
ready  been  completed.  The  Congress 
voted  funds  twice  for  the  first  phase  of 
this  project.  It  is  not  a  change  that  is 
taking  place  now,  because  the  Anny  En¬ 
gineers  and  the  State  engineers  in  the 
beginning  were  coming  up  with  a  by¬ 
passing  pumping  process,  and  I  hope  this 
is  what  they  are  doing  now.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  am  sure  that  is  what  they  have 
in  mind. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope,  because  of  the 
conditions  there  in  that  area  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  as  well  as  in  the  First  Congres¬ 


sional  District,  the  committee  will  defeat 
this  amendment  so  that  the  Engineers 
may  proceed  with  the  plans  and  get  un¬ 
derway  a  permanent  bypassing  project 
in  that  area. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  ROUSH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
the  well  of  the  House  at  this  time,  and 
hope  the  committee  will  be  indulgent.  A 
while  ago  we  heard  two  of  the  giants  of 
this  House  exchange  words  and  become 
involved  in  a  very  forceful  colloquy  con¬ 
cerning  the  Indiana  port.  I  regret  very 
much  that  we  do  not  have  in  this  bill  an 
authorization  for  the  Indiana  port.  I 
have  the  highest  regard  for  my  colleague 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Madden]  .  In  Indiana 
he  is  Mr.  Democrat.  And  I  have  an 
equally  high  regard  and  respect  for  my 
colleague  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]. 
In  Indiana  he  is  Mr.  Republican.  And 
because  this  powerful  Democrat  and  this 
powerful  Republican  exchanged  words  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  concerning  this 
port,  I  fear  there  might  be  misunder¬ 
standing  and  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  will  think  that  this  is  a  partisan 
issue.  This  is  not  so. 

As  much  as  I  love  my  colleague  [Mr. 
Madden],  and  respect  him,  I  cannot 
stand  with  him  on  this  issue.  He  stands 
alone  in  the  Indiana  delegation  concern¬ 
ing  our  views  on  the  Indiana  port.  He 
stands  all  alone.  This  has  been  a  bi¬ 
partisan  or  nonpartisan  issue  in  Indiana 
for  years  and  years  and  years. 

My  colleague  from  Indiana,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader,  referred  to 
Henry  F.  Schricker.  Mr.  Schricker  is 
perhaps  the  most  beloved  Democrat  in 
the  State  of  Indiana.  He  is  for  this  port. 
The  Governors  who  followed  him.  Gov¬ 
ernor  Craig,  and  Governor  Handley,  Re¬ 
publicans,  are  for  this  port.  At  this  mo¬ 
ment  there  sits  in  the  Governor’s  chair 
of  Indiana  a  great  Governor  who  has  the 
backing  of  Hoosiers  regardless  whether 
they  are  Democrats  or  Republicans,  re¬ 
gardless  whether  they  represent  big  busi¬ 
ness  or  labor  on  this  matter  of  an  Indiana 
port. 

You  might  ask.  Well,  why  has  not  this 
port  been  authorized?  Why  has  not  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  seen  fit  to  give 
its  OK?  I  can  say  this:  We  have  neigh¬ 
bors  who  are  jealous  of  Indiana’s  in¬ 
tention  to  build  a  port.  These  people 
are  trying  to  deprive  us  of  this  port  be¬ 
cause  it  will  offer  competition  to  an¬ 
other  port  on  Lake  Michigan.  They  are 
trying  to  build  in  Indiana  a  national 
park.  We  want  a  national  park.  But 
their  plan  includes  this  area  where  our 
port  will  be  built,  and  we  resent  this 
interference  in  the  affairs  of  Indiana  on 
the  part  of  our  neighbor. 

I  tell  you  that  when  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  said  that  we  will  not  be 
foreclosed  on  this  matter,  he  was  not 
just  talking.  He  was  stating  the  truth 
for  all  of  Indiana.  Democrats  and  Re¬ 
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publicans  alike  will  rise  and  fight  for 
this  port  which  justifiably  belongs  to  our 
great  State. 

JVIr-  DORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
thank  my  distinguished  colleagues,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Buck- 
ley],  chairman  of  the  committee:  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee,  Judge  Davis, 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee;  and  each 
member  of  this  great  committee  for  do¬ 
ing  the  right  thing  by  including  H.R. 
6789  in  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
bill.  I  appreciate  the  consideration  and 
fairness  of  the  Rules  Committee  in 
granting  a  rule. 

’The  people  of  my  congressional  dis¬ 
trict,  the  people  of  South  Carolina,  and 
yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  people  of  the 
entire  southeastern  section  of  the  coun¬ 
try  are  grateful  for  your  sense  of  jus¬ 
tice,  your  dedication  to  our  traditional 
American  opportunity  system  and  your 
fairness  to  permit  Duke  Power  Co.  to 
move  ahead  without  further  delay. 

This  section — 205 — of  the  bill  will  per¬ 
mit  Duke  Power  Co.  to  build  a  retaining 
dam  across  the  Savannah  River  at  Mid¬ 
dleton  Shoals  between  South  Carolina 
and  Georgia.  This  dam  will  enable  Duke 
Power  Co.  to  build  the  largest  steam- 
plant  in  the  world  in  Anderson  County 
in  my  congressional  district.  I  intro¬ 
duced  my  bill,  H.R.  6789,  May  3,  1961. 
Since  its  introduction,  the  bill  has  been 
favorably  approved  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  and 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Duke  Power 
officials  and  engineers  held  many  con¬ 
ferences  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
make  this  bill  acceptable  to  all  parties 
concerned.  It  was  agreed  that  Duke 
would  spend  an  additional  $1,300,000  to 
raise  the  level  of  its  dam  in  order  to 
make  its  operation  compatible  with  any 
further  development  of  the  Savannah 
River  in  the  future.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  their  cooper¬ 
ation  and  foresight  in  approving  this 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  opposition 
to  the  language  in  H.R.  6789.  It  is  the 
same  identical  bill  as  passed  by  the  80th 
Congress  which  authorized  Duke  to  build 
a  dam  and  steamplant  on  Dan  River 
between  North  Carolina  and  Virginia. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  add  that  section 
205  of  this  bill  is  the  same  as  that  in 
H.R.  6789.  Since  the  day  the  bill  was 
introduced,  over  17  months  ago,  I  have 
not  received  one  telephone  call,  nor  one 
letter,  nor  one  telegram  from  anyone  in 
the  United  States  opposing  the  bill. 
This  authorization  is  in  keeping  with  the 
President’s  program  to  get  the  economy 
moving.  The  construction  of  this  gi¬ 
gantic  steamplant,  estimated  to  cost 
approximately  $280  million,  and  possibly 
$300  million,  will  be  of  tremendous  help 
to  the  unemployed  coal  miners  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  West  Virginia,  Kentucky,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  and  throughout  the  East.  This 
bill  is  a  positive  answer  to  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  problem  by  creating  more  jobs  and 
larger  payrolls.  It  will  provide  more 
cheap  power  and  will  thus  encourage 
many  new  industries.  It  will  be  a  shot 
in  the  arm  for  our  depressed  railroads. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  need  to  move  for¬ 
ward  to  meet  our  defense  program.  A 
great  plant  such  as  the  one  proposed  by 
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Duke  with  its  fantastic  abundance  of 
cheap  power  will  aid  defense  and  will 
boost  our  economy.  America  must  grow. 
This  plant  will  point  the  way  in  the 
South. 

The  Duke  Power  Co.  typifies  the  ideal, 
modem,  progressive,  philanthropic  busi¬ 
ness  corporation.  Duke  Power  Co.’s 
wages  and  working  conditions  are  sec¬ 
ond  to  none.  The  Duke  Hospital  with 
its  charity,  research,  and  philanthropy 
is  known  and  admired  throughout  the 
world.  Duke  University  is  making  its 
contribution  in  the  desperate  struggle 
with  our  enemies  to  win  the  cold  war  in 
the  field  of  education.  The  President 
and  leaders  of  this  great  company  be¬ 
lieve  in  progress. 

They  are  dedicated  to  humanitarian- 
ism  and  they  have  a  firm  belief  in  the 
future  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Duke  Power  Co.  would 
spend  approximately  $300  million  to 
build  this  gigantic  project.  The  steam- 
plant  would  consume  $26  million  of  coal 
annually  from  the  Nation’s  depressed 
coal  mines.  It  would  help  the  depressed 
railroads  by  their  hauling  9,500  tons  of 
coal  daily  to  the  plant.  It  would  pay  to 
the  Federal  Government  annually  ap¬ 
proximately  $10  million  in  taxes.  It 
would  pay  to  the  State  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina  approximately  $7  million  annually 
in  taxes.  It  would  pay  Anderson  County 
— largest  in  my  district — approximately 
$1  million  annually  in  tsixes,  and  it  bor¬ 
ders  on  a  depressed  area  and  is  in  line, 
may  I  say  again,  with  the  President’s 
program  to  get  the  economy  moving. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  repeat  to  empha¬ 
size  that  this  is  a  taxpaying  project  of 
fantastic  proportions.  We  must  con¬ 
tinue  to  encourage  the  construction  and 
expansion  of  taxpaying  enterprises  if  we 
are  to  balance  our  Federal  budget  and 
provide  for  the  working  people  of 
America  and  the  consumer,  a  soimd, 
stable  dollar. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  move  the 
wheels  of  progress  forward.  We  must 
keep  turning  forward  the  clock  of  eco¬ 
nomic  progress  and  development.  This 
bill  authorizing  this  great  project  will 
inaugurate  the  dawn  of  a  new  day  in  the 
South.  I  know  this  section  of  the  bill  will 
have  the  unanimous  approval  of  the 
House  and  the  other  body. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  thank  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  for  their  consideration  of  my  dis¬ 
trict  in  including  for  authorization  of 
$2,433,000  for  the  very  important  Ko- 
kosing  River  project  in  the  omnibus  bill 
H.R.  13273.  Time  is  of  the  essence  and 
I  am  glad  that  we  are  today  taking  this 
forward  step.  Coming  as  it  does,  at  the 
very  close  of  the  session  of  Congress  it 
is  my  sincere  hope  that  this  project — 
indeed,  this  whole  bill — will  not  be 
pigeonholed  in  our  rush  for  adjourn¬ 
ment.  The  people  of  my  district  were 
stunned  by  the  January  1959  flood  which 
devastated  many  areas  but  none  harder 
than  the  city  of  Mount  Vernon,  Ohio. 
We  have  witnessed  the  expeditious 
handling  of  this  flood  protection  project 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  but  at  that 
almost  3  years  have  elapsed.  The  3 
years  seems  like  a  long  time  and  yet  by 
most  standards  in  these  matters,  it  has 
been  very  rapid. 


It  has  been  impossible  to  secure  any 
quicker  action  on  this  project  because 
this  is  the  first — and  only — authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  of  the  87th  Congress.  If  this 
bill  passes,  we  then  face  the  task  of  se¬ 
curing  the  funds  to  forthrightly  pro¬ 
ceed  in  this  important  matter.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  already  informed 
me  that  their  overall  capabilities  will  be 
for  $75,000  to  initiate  preconstruction 
planning  of  the  North  Branch  Kokosing 
River  Reservoir  and  an  amount  of 
$110,000  to  initiate  and  complete  pre¬ 
construction,  snagging  and  clearing  on 
the  Kokosing  River  in  Mount  Vernon. 
If  this  bill  passes  and  is  enacted  into 
law,  I  will  immediately  request  these 
fxmds.  Up  to  now  it  has  been  a  matter 
of  surveying  the  needs  and  making  the 
plans;  now  we  are  down  to  the  real  heart 
of  the  matter  and  that  is  the  actual  con¬ 
struction  of  the  flood  control  system.  I 
might  say  also  that  there  has  been  a 
fine  cooperative  effort  in  securing  this 
authorization.  Local  committees  and 
citizens,  ofBcials  in  Knox  County  and  the 
city  of  Mount  Vernon,  have  been  able 
partners  in  the  promotion  of  this  much 
needed  flood  control  system. 

I  limit  my  remarks  to  the  status  of 
the  study  of  the  Kokosing  River  Basin, 
but  as  a  matter  of  information  there 
are  at  the  present  time  three  authorized 
studies  in  various  stages  of  completion 
in  my  seven-county  district.  Each  of 
these  projects  cover  flood  control  and 
allied  purposes,  including  water  supply, 
pollution  abatement  and  recreation  for 
the  following  watersheds:  Licking  River, 
Clear  Fork  and  Rocky  Fork,  and  the 
Scioto  River. 

At  the  outset,  let  me  remind  this  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  district  I  am  privileged 
to  represent  was  one  of  the  hardest  hit 
in  the  January  1959  flood  which  caused 
such  havoc  in  many  areas  of  our  Nation. 
The  people  of  this  area  appreciate  the 
considerate  treatment  they  have  already 
received  by  this  committee  in  expedi¬ 
tiously  appropriating  funds  for  these 
worthy  projects  which  are  so  ably  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
However,  without  appearing  ungrateful, 
or  unappreciative  of  these  flne  efforts, 
I  must  frankly  state  that  the  proposals 
in  the  Kokosing  project  are  of  the 
greatest  necessity  in  affording  proper 
flood  protection  for  the  citizens  in  the 
Kokosing  River  Basin  and  for  their 
property. 

Your  committee  has  already  received 
a  great  amount  of  testimony  regarding 
the  extent  of  flood  damage  to  this  area. 
The  passage  of  over  3  years,  of  course, 
tends  to  dim  the  memon'  of  this  event 
and  the  hardships  it  imposed  on  so  many 
of  our  citizens.  The  Kokosing  and  its 
tributaries  in  Mount  Vernon,  Frederick- 
town,  and  surrounding  rural  areas  dur¬ 
ing  the  January  1959  flood  inflicted  dam¬ 
ages  totaling  5,300,000.  The  destruc¬ 
tion  occurred,  primarily,  to  individual 
private  properties  and  business  estab¬ 
lishments.  This  river  basin  has  a  serious 
history  of  extensive  flooding  dating  as 
far  back  as  1932  with  the  more  destruc¬ 
tive  ones  occurring  in  1913  and  1959. 
The  January  1959  flood  had  a  water  run¬ 
off,  above  Moimt  Vernon,  amovmting  to 
5.2  inches  which  resulted  in  the  highest 
cresting  in  history  for  the  Kokosing 
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River  Basin.  The  record  demonstrates 
that  flooding  is  not  restricted  to  any 
season,  but  that  floods  may  occur  in  any 
month  of  the  year.  This  recorded  his¬ 
tory  of  flood  frequency  and  damages 
clearly  illustrate  the  urgent  need  for  im¬ 
mediate  flood  preventive  measures. 

The  city  of  Moimt  Vernon  and  the 
village  of  Fredericktown  are  the  major 
municipal  areas  in  the  river  basin  where 
the  potential  flood  hazard  is  of  extreme 
concern.  Rural  areas  above  and  below 
Mount  Vernon  are  also  subject  to  flood¬ 
ing  and  would  substantially  benefit  for 
the  improvements. 

Following  the  record  1959  flood  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  conducted  a  detailed 
damage  survey  based  on  a  house-to- 
house  canvass  of  the  flooded  areas.  All 
tangible  flood  damages  were  placed  on  a 
monetary  value.  Physical  damages  in¬ 
cluded  direct  damages  to  buildings  or 
parts  thereof,  and  loss  of  damage  to 
contents.  Emergency  costs,  such  as 
flood  fighting,  evacuation  of  families, 
and  emergency  restoration  of  damaged 
flood  protection  facilities  were  estimated 
conservatively  because  of  the  difficulty 
in  estimating  the  thousands  of  man¬ 
hours  donated  by  the  residents  of  the 
area.  This  evidence  more  than  substan¬ 
tiates  the  above-mentioned  damage  es¬ 
timates  and  realistically  illustrates  the 
necessity  for  funding  this  program. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  indicated 
the  necessity  of  commencing  this  project 
as  soon  as  possible,  indirectly,  by 
demonstrating  the  fact  that  June  1959 
Federal  costs  of  the  North  Branch 
Reservoir  were  estimated  at  $2,334,000 
and  by  July  1961  these  costs  had  in¬ 
creased  by  their  estimate  to  $2,520,000. 
A  substantial  cost  savings  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  will  be  afforded  by  expeditiously 
commencing  work  on  this  project. 

The  intangible  damage,  those  that 
could  not  be  given  any  monetary  value, 
are  very  real  and  must  be  recognized. 
The  principal  intangible  damage  that 
merits  discussion  is  the  high  probability 
of  loss  of  life  that  exists  at  Mount  Ver¬ 
non  in  the  event  of  the  present  levee 
overtopping  at  night.  There  are  ap¬ 
proximately  650  homes  that  are  located 
in  the  flood  plains  of  the  Kokosing 
River  behind  the  existing  levee.  First 
floor  elevations  of  these  homes  vary 
from  2  to  as  much  as  8  feet  below  the 
top  of  the  protective  levee.  On  January 
21,  1959,  the  levee  was  overtopped  early 
in  the  afternoon.  Actual  evacuation  of 
most  of  the  area  was  not  started  until 
after  the  levee  failed,  and  even  at  this 
time  was  carried  out  under  hazardous 
conditions.  Had  the  overtopping  and 
subsequent  failure  of  the  levee  occurred 
late  at  night  it  is  highly  probable  that 
loss  of  life  by  drowning  or  exposure 
would  have  reached  disastrous  propor¬ 
tions,  and  also,  very  probable  that  mov¬ 
able  property  evacuation  would  have 
proceeded  at  a  much  slower,  thereby  in¬ 
creasing  the  losses. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  elaborate 
on  a  quote  taken  from  the  report  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Board  of  Engineers  for 
Rivers  and  Harbors: 

An  accurate  forecast  of  the  future  trend 
of  development  for  the  Kokosing  River  Basin 
Is  extremely  difiBcult  to  develop.  For  this 
reason  a  conservative  approach  to  this  phase 
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of  damage  and  benefit  evaluation  has  been 
adopted. 

Even  though  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
issued  a  relatively  conservative  analysis 
report  the  strategic  location  of  the  city 
of  Mount  Vernon  and  the  rate  of  future 
growth  predicted  for  the  Kokosing  River 
Basin  and  the  inevitable  extensive  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  use  of  lands  in  the  flood 
plains,  in  my  opinion,  more  than  vindi¬ 
cate  the  approval  of  this  project.  In 
fact,  the  projected  futm-e  growth  of 
this  area  in  the  next  50  years  is  100 
percent. 

As  has  been  earlier  stated,  the  Koko¬ 
sing  River  Basin  has  an  extensive  history 
of  flood  problems  which  naturally  has 
been  long  recognized  by  the  local  resi¬ 
dents  as  evidenced  by  the  efforts  put 
forth,  locally,  on  projects  to  curb  flood¬ 
ing.  Following  the  1898  flood  the  people 
of  Mount  Vernon  constructed  a  levee 
system  that  provided  partial  protection. 
This  levee  was  destroyed  by  the  1913 
flood  and  subsequently  was  rebuilt.  The 
levee  was  again  overtopped  and  partially 
destroyed  by  the  1959  flood. 

Soon  after  the  1959  flood,  local  inter¬ 
est  at  Fredericktown,  Mount  Vernon, 
and  affected  rural  areas  throughout  the 
basin  again  demonstrated  their  intense 
interest  by  working  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice,  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  and  the  Muskingum  Watershed 
Conservancy  District  in  designing  and 
promoting  concrete  actions  for  attacking 
the  flood  menace.  As  a  result  of  these 
fine  efforts  and  extensive  studies  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  two  separate  and  dis¬ 
tinct  plans  were  selected  and  recom¬ 
mended  to  make  up  the  project  plan  for 
the  Kokosing  River  Basin.  This  combi¬ 
nation  of  projects,  the  North  Branch 
Reservoir  and  the  snagging  and  clearing 
of  the  Kokosing  at  Mount  Vernon,  will 
have  widespread  benefits  throughout  the 
most  densely  populated  reaches  of  the 
basin.  The  two  plans  will,  respectfully, 
pz'ovide  virtually  complete  protection  at 
Fredericktown  and  would  prevent  over¬ 
topping  of  the  existing  levee  at  Mount 
Vernon  on  the  basis  of  the  record  Janu¬ 
ary  1959  flood  and  will  virtually  elimi¬ 
nate  damages  from  all  floods  having  an 
estimated  frequency  of  recurrence  in 
the  order  of  100  years. 

In  addition,  the  constniction  of  the 
proposed  North  Branch  project  will 
greatly  enhance  the  net  flood  control  in 
the  Mohawk  Reservoir  which  is  a  key 
link  in  the  14  reservoir  Muskingum  River 
Reservoir  system. 

Both  the  North  Branch  Reservoir  and 
the  snagging  and  clearing  project  at 
Mormt  Vernon  show  a  favorable  justifi¬ 
cation.  Based  on  an  incremental  analy¬ 
sis,  the  two  projects  together  have  a  fa¬ 
vorable  overall  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.3 
to  1.  Even  though  the  snagging  and 
clearing  project  at  Mount  Vernon  has  a 
higher  benefit-cost  ratio  than  the  North 
Branch  Reservoir,  it  is  not  recommended 
that  the  Mount  Vernon  project  precede 
the  North  Branch  Reservoir  since  it 
would  create  a  false  sense  of  security 
among  the  citizens  of  Mount  Vernon. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  re¬ 
ports  that  the  proposed  projects  would 


have  no  significant  effect  on  the  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  in  the  Kokosing  River 
Basin. 

The  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  inves¬ 
tigated  the  need  for  water  supply  and 
pollution  abatement  and  reported  that 
there  will  be  no  need  for  such  storage  in 
the  foreseeable  future. 

In  conclusion,  I  sincerely  urge  that  the 
House  approve  this  request  so  that  the 
futm-e  of  the  citizens  of  the  Kokosing 
River  Basin  can  be  secure  from  floods 
that  have  plagued  them  with  damages 
amounting  to  millions  of  dollars  over  a 
short  period  of  years. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  fail 
to  see  the  need  for  such  a  rush  to  enact 
this  tremendous  “pork  barrel”  in  the 
waning  days  of  this  session.  Certainly 
the  appropriation  cannot  be  made  this 
year. 

I  am  not  convinced  that  the  many 
projects  which  the  bill  would  authorize 
are  essential.  They  might  be  desirable 
in  times  of  less  economic  demands  upon 
our  national  budget,  but  these  are  un¬ 
usual  times.  We  simply  cannot  spend 
for  every  project  suggested.  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  this  measure,  H.R.  13273. 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  a  specific  item  in  this  bill  before  us 
which  is  of  particular  interest  to  the 
people  of  my  district.  I  refer  to  the 
$2,185,000  Federal  appropriation  to  im¬ 
prove  and  reclaim  Little  Neck  Bay,  which 
is  on  the  westerly  end  of  Long  Island 
Sound  about  17  miles  northeast  of  the 
Battery,  New  York  City. 

The  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  is  to 
be  heartily  commended  for  its  thorough 
survey,  a  vital  undertaking  which  I  rec¬ 
ommended  to  this  House  in  1959. 

The  item  to  which  I  refer  is  contained 
in  this  bill  as  a  result  of  this  survey. 
It  has  been  fully  approved  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
and  the  State  of  New  York.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  voiced  no  objection 
to  the  appropriation. 

The  envisioned  plan  calls  for  dredging 
an  entrance  channel  200  feet  wide  and 
7  feet  deep  from  Long  Island  Sound,  to 
expanded  anchorage  facilities  covering 
an  area  of  350  acres  which  would  also  be 
dredged  to  a  7-foot  depth. 

This  proposed  dredging  would  rid  Lit¬ 
tle  Neck  Bay  of  unsightly,  drifting  mud- 
banks,  removing  the  difficulties  which 
have  arisen  from  insufficient  depth  in 
the  southerly  part  of  the  bay  causing 
craft  to  moor  in  less  sheltered  areas — a 
condition  which  has  plagued  boaters  for 
years.  But,  beyond  this  hazard,  the 
deteriorating  conditions  has  been  a  direct 
jeopardy  to  the  health  and  property  val¬ 
uation  of  local  residents. 

At  the  same  time  the  dredging  opera¬ 
tion  is  underway,  it  would  be  a  tremen- 
dous  commimity  improvement  to  have  a 
3000  foot  seawall  constructed  along  the 
western  shore  of  the  bay,  so  that  the  2 
million  cubic  yards  of  fill  which  the 
dredging  will  yield — could  be  utilized  in 
areas,  playgrounds,  and  parking  facil¬ 
ities.  It  is  estimated  that  such  a  wall 
would  cost  not  more  than  $375,000.  This 
certainly  would  be  money  well  spent. 
A  portion  of  this  fill  could  also  be  used 


for  the  planned  extension  of  Alley  Pond 
Park,  and  for  the  construction  of  a 
public  marina — a  real  bonus  to  the  com¬ 
munity. 

I  wish  the  stoiy  had  its  happy  ending 
here.  But,  there  is  still  more  to  be  done. 
The  action  here  today,  which  I  trust  will 
bo  sustained  by  the  Senate  and  approved 
by  the  President,  is  not,  unfortunately, 
the  complete  fruition  of  the  objective. 
It  is,  however,  a  long-sought  start  and 
an  essential  one. 

The  next  step  is  for  the  State  to  match 
the  Federal  funds.  There  seems  to  be 
no  State  provision  for  providing  moneys 
for  such  a  purpose  and  legislation  to  cor¬ 
rect  this  situation  continually  faces 
jurisdictional  conflict.  There  have  been 
some  difficult  hurdles,  and  I  trust  they 
will  be  overcome. 

An  answer  to  this  problem — not  only 
for  Little  Neck  Bay,  but  for  all  similar 
situations  throughout  the  country — can 
be  found  by  applying  funds  derived  from 
marine  fuel  taxes  that  now  go  to  the 
highway  trust  fund  for  this  purpose.  My 
bill,  H.R.  12890,  would  transfer  to  the 
several  States  the  money  being  held  in 
reserve  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  highway  trust  fund,  and  would  re¬ 
quire  the  States  to  earmark  the  money 
for  the  improvement  of  boating  facilities. 
I  call  this  legislation  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  and  enlist  their  support 
in  its  behalf. 

All  we  seek,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the 
unclaimed  and  unrefunded  portion  of  the 
fund  be  allocated  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  improving  boating  facilities  and  im¬ 
proving  harbors.  After  all,  it  is  the  use 
of  the  marine  craft  that  produced  this 
portion  of  the  fund.  It  is  no  more  than 
equitable  then  that  it  should  be  applied 
toward  the  improvement  of  the  navigable 
waterways  which  will  benefit  the  boat 
users  who  pay  the  tax  in  the  first  place. 

This  fund,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  now  esti¬ 
mated  to  total  some  $13  million.  It  has 
been  accumulated  from  the  unrefunded 
2 -cent  portion  of  the  Federal  taxes  col¬ 
lected  on  sales  of  marine  fuels. 

My  bill  would  appropriate  to  each 
State  its  pro  rata  share  of  this  fund. 
New  York’s  portion  should  more  than 
take  care  of  the  matching  funds  it  needs 
for  its  contribution  to  such  projects  as 
the  one  planned  for  Little  Neck  Bay. 

The  vei-y  establishment  of  the  trast 
fund  attests  to  the  fact  that  the  Federal 
Government  intended  to  hold  this  money 
in  reserve  for  boatmen.  While  some 
have  received  a  refund  of  2  cents  for 
each  gallon  of  marine  gasoline  they  buy, 
the  refund  procedure  is  so  complicated 
that  it  becomes  impossible  for  the  av¬ 
erage  operator  of  a  small  open  boat  to 
keep  the  records  necessary  to  apply  for 
a  refund. 

In  a  very  real  sense  these  funds  are 
owed  to  these  very  boatmen  and  should 
be  used  for  their  benefit.  It  is  tragic 
that  this  situation  continues  to  exist 
while  at  the  same  time  worthwhile  and 
desired  harbor  improvement  projects  are 
prevented  from  going  ahead  because  of 
lack  of  funds  locally.  It  is  only  fitting 
that  the  trust  fund  be  returned  to  the 
States  in  the  proportion  of  their  con¬ 
tributions  to  it,  and  that  these  monies  be 
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used  for  harbor  improvement.  My  bill  is 
intended  to  do  just  that. 

And.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  realize  the  side- 
benefits  to  which  I  referred  earlier,  we 
must  look  to  New  York’s  City  Hall.  It 
would  be  a  shame,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  these 
side  benefits  which  cost  so  little  do  not 
become  a  part  of  the  overall  plans. 
Surely,  few  projects  are  able  to  harvest 
such  varied  and  desirable  benefits  for 
the  over  1  million  residents  of  the  area 
surrounding  Little  Neck  Bay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  let  me  say  that 
few  projects  offer  such  desirable  resid¬ 
ual  advantages  to  all  concerned.  As  I 
stated,  the  project  will  make  possible  new 
playgrounds,  parking  facilities,  water¬ 
front  reci'eational  areas,  and  a  park  ex- 
tention.  Thus,  the  improvement  of 
Little  Neck  Bay  would  not  only  be  of  a 
tremendous  benefit  to  the  many  boat¬ 
men  who  use  it  and  would  provide  a 
safer  harbor  of  refuge — but  would  also 
make  possible  new  recreational  facilities, 
eliminate  health  fears  and  improve  the 
property  valuation  of  the  many  residents 
of  the  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  fulfills  an  ob¬ 
jective  we  in  Queens  and  Nassau  coun¬ 
ties  have  sought  for  a  long  time.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  giving  it  their 
fullest  support. 

Mr.  SCHADEBERG.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  with  a  deep  sense  of  pride  that  I 
speak  of  the  efforts  of  the  city  of  Keno¬ 
sha,  Wis.,  and  the  dedicated  cooperation 
of  business  firms  and  private  citizens  of 
Kenosha  to  create  an  international  port 
of  entiT  from  a  small  natural  harbor 
used  by  fishing  boats  and  pleasure  craft. 

The  impossible  was  accomplished. 
Kenosha,  Wis.,  has  been  designated  an 
international  port  of  entry.  The  city 
spent  $750,000  for  land  acquisition,  con.- 
struction  of  warehouse  facilities,  and 
dredging  to  make  the  port  of  Kenosha 
inviting  to  foreign  ships  using  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway.  A  private  concern, 
the  Endee  Co.,  spent  $1.5  million  to  im¬ 
prove  facilities  for  the  expected  business 
of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

Year  1961  was  a  good  year  for  the 
Kenosha  port — 1962  was  even  better. 
By  the  end  of  August  1962,  68  ships  used 
of  the  port  of  Kenosha,  compared  with 
38  by  the  end  of  August  1961.  A  total  of 
76  foreign  ships  called  at  the  Kenosha 
port  during  1961,  compared  to  4  in 
1958,  and  about  50,000  tons  of  import  and 
export  cargo  were  handled,  compared  to 
953  tons  in  1958 — the  opening  season  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  The  poz’t  of 
Kenosha  handles  the  oversea  shipment 
of  Rambler  automobiles  made  in  Keno¬ 
sha,  feed  grains,  flour,  lard  and  tallow, 
and  military  cargo. 

Ships  using  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
are  larger  and  loading  heavier  than  in 
the  past  and  lake  ports  must  be  deepened 
to  accommodate  the  ships  using  the 
seaway,  if  the  seaway  is  to  be  utilized 
to  the  full  extent  of  its  promise. 

Recently  the  heavily  laden  Swiss 
freighter  Castagnola  ran  agi’ound  at  the 
entrance  to  the  Kenosha  Harbor.  An 
all-night  battle  against  heavy  seas  and  a 
40-mile-an-hour  northeast  wind  which 
trapped  the  ship  ended  with  its  rescue 
from  being  smashed  against  the  south 


pier,  but  unable  to  proceed.  The  Castag- 
nola,  which  ran  aground  on  a  sandbar 
at  the  mouth  of  the  harbor  channel,  was 
literally  dragged  through  the  sand  back 
to  the  protection  of  the  harbor,  after  14 
hours  and  35  minutes  of  combined  effort 
by  the  Coast  Guard  and  private  tugs. 
The  Castagnola  was  grounded  on  mud 
and  sand.  This  condition  will  be  im¬ 
proved  by  deepening  the  entrance  and 
approach  channels  as  recommended  by 
the  Army  Engineers. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  recom¬ 
mended  a  $673,000  dredging  project  to 
deepen  the  Kenosha  port  to  a  depth  of 
25  feet  to  correspond  with  the  depth  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  The  Kenosha 
Harbor  pi’oject  is  included  in  H.R. 
13273,  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
and  fiood  control  bill  and  I  respectfully 
ask  for  the  favorable  consideration  of  the 
House  to  this  measure. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  merely 
to  announce  to  the  House  that  at  the 
appropriate  moment  I  intend  to  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit  with  instructions  to 
strike  the  Burns  Creek  project. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thought  yesterday 
when  the  $10  million  fishbowl  was 
passed  I  heard  the  jingle  of  sleigh  bells. 
With  this  $2,300  million  “pork”  bill  this 
afternoon  I  hear  them  all  over  the  place. 
I  want  to  wish  all  of  you  a  merry  Christ¬ 
mas. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Walter,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  13273)  authorizing  the  con- 
stniction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  fiood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  823,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  qual¬ 
ifies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion 
to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Robison  moves  to  recommit  the  bill, 
H.R.  13273,  to  the  House  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  with  instructions  to  report  the 
bill  back  to  the  House  forthwith  with  the 


following  amendment:  On  page  44,  delete 
all  the  words  on  lines  4  through  8. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  On  that,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

■  The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — ^yeas  203,  nays  130,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  102,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  269] 

YEAS— 203 


Abbltt 

Durno 

Morgan 

Abernethy 

Dwyer 

Morse 

Addabbo 

Elliott 

Mosher 

Alford 

Ellsworth 

Murray 

Alger 

Fascell 

Nelsen 

Andersen, 

Felghan 

Norblad 

Minn. 

Fenton 

Nygaard 

Andrews 

Findley 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Arends 

Flno 

Osmers 

Ashbrook 

Fisher 

Ostertag 

Ashmore 

Ford 

Passman 

Auchlncloss 

Fountain 

Patman 

Avery 

Prellnghuysen 

Pelly 

Ayres 

Fulton 

Perkins 

Bailey 

Garland 

Phllbln 

Baldwin 

Gary 

Pillion 

Barry 

Gathings 

Plrnle 

Bass,  N.H. 

Gavin 

Poff 

Bates 

Glaimo 

Puclnskl 

Battln 

Grant 

Randall 

Becker 

Gray 

Ray 

Beckworth 

Griffin 

Reece 

Beermann 

Gross 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Betts 

Gubser 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Boland 

Haley 

Rlehlman 

Bolton 

Halleck 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bonner 

Hardy 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Bow 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Robison 

Bray 

Harsha 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bromwell 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Rutherford 

Broomfield 

Henderson 

St.  George 

Broyhill 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

St.  Germain 

Bruce 

Horan 

Saylor 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hosmer 

Schadeberg 

Burleson 

Huddleston 

Schenck 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hull 

Schneebeli 

Cahill 

Jarman 

Schwelker 

Carey 

Jennings 

Schwengel 

Casey 

Jensen 

Scott 

Cederberg 

Joelson 

Selden 

Chamberlain 

Johansen 

Shriver 

Chenoweth 

Jonas 

Slbal 

Church 

Keith 

Sikes 

Clancy 

Kilgore 

Slack 

Clark 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Collier 

Kitchin 

Smith,  Va. 

Colmer 

Knox 

Stafford 

Conte 

Kornegay 

Staggers 

Cook 

Kunkel 

Stratton 

Cooley 

Kyi 

Taylor 

Corbett 

Lane 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cramer 

Langen 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cunningham 

Latta 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Lennon 

Tuck 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lipscomb 

Vanik 

Daddarlo 

McCulloch 

Waggonner 

Dague 

MeVey 

Wallhauser 

Davis, 

Mahon 

Walter 

James  C. 

Mallllard 

Westland 

Denton 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Wharton 

Derounian 

Mathias 

Whitener 

Derwinskl 

Matthews 

Whitten 

Devine 

Meader 

Widnall 

Dole 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Donohue 

Mllliken 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Dowdy 

Mlnshall 

Winstead 

Downing 

Monagan 

Young 

Dulski 

Moore 

Younger 

NAYS— 130 

Albert 

Chelf 

Flood 

Ashley 

Cohelan 

Flynt 

Baker 

Corman 

Forrester 

Baring 

Daniels 

Frledel 

Barrett 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Gallagher 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Dawson 

Garmatz 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Delaney 

Gilbert 

Blatnik 

Dingell 

Gonzalez 

Boggs 

Dorn 

Granahan 

Brademas 

Doyle 

Green,  Oreg. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Edmondson 

Green,  Pa. 

Buckley 

Everett 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Farbstein 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Celler 

Finnegan 

Halpern 
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Harding 

Merrow 

Rosenthal 

Healey 

Mills 

Rostenkowskl 

Hechler 

Montoya 

Roush 

Hemphill 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Hollfleld 

Morris 

Ryan,  N.T. 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Morrison 

Santangelo 

Inouye 

Moss 

Shelley 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Multer 

Sisk 

Johnson,  Md. 

Murphy 

Smith,  Iowa 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Natcher 

Smith,  Miss. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Nedzi 

Steed 

Karsten 

Nix 

Stephens 

Kastenmeler 

O’Hara,  Bl. 

Stubblefield 

Kearns 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Sullivan 

Kelly 

Olsen 

Thomas 

Keogh 

O’Neill 

Thompson,  N.J. 

King,  Calif. 

Pfost 

Thompson,  Tex. 

King,  Utah 

Pike 

Toll 

Kluczynskl 

Pilcher 

Tollefson 

Ijandrum 

Poage 

Trimble 

Lankford 

Powell 

Tupper 

Leslnski 

Price 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Llbonatl 

Pmcell 

Weaver 

Loser 

Reuss 

Wickersham 

McFall 

Riley 

Willis 

Macdonald 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Wright 

Mack 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Yates 

Madden 

Rodino 

Zablocki 

Marshall 

Rogers.  Colo. 

May 

Rooney 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”-^! 

Fallon 

NOT  VOTING— 

102 

Adair 

Harrison.  Va. 

Norrell 

Alexander 

Harvey,  Ind. 

O’Brien.  HI. 

Anderson,  HI. 

Hays 

O’Konskl 

Anfuso 

Hubert 

Peterson 

Asplnall 

Herlong 

Quie 

Belcher 

Hlestand 

Rains 

Bell 

Hoeven 

Relfel 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Rogers,  Tex. 

Berry 

Holland 

Roosevelt 

Blitch 

Jones,  Mo. 

Roudebush 

Bolling 

Judd 

Rousselot 

Boykin 

Karth 

Saund 

Breeding 

Kee 

Scherer 

Brewster 

Kilburn 

Scranton 

Brown 

Klrwan 

Seely-Brown 

Burke,  Ky. 

Kowalski 

Sheppard 

Cannon 

Laird 

Shipley 

Chiperfield 

Lindsay 

Short 

Coad 

McDonough 

Siler 

Curtin 

McDowell 

Spence 

Davis,  John  W. 

Mclntire 

Springer 

Dent 

McMillan 

Taber 

Diggs 

McSween 

Thompson,  La. 

Dominick 

MacGregor 

Thornberry 

Dooley 

Magnuson 

Ullman 

Evins 

Martin,  Mass. 

Utt 

Fogarty 

Mason 

Van  Pelt 

Frazier 

Michel 

Van  Zandt 

Glenn 

Miller,  Clem 

Vinson 

Goodell 

Miller, 

Watts 

Goodling 

George  P. 

Weis 

Griffiths 

Moeller 

Whalley 

Hall 

Moorehead, 

Williams 

Hansen 

Ohio 

Zelenko 

Harris 

Moulder 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Fallon  for,  with  Mr.  Ullman  against. 

Mr.  Dent  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Mr.  Holland  for,  with  Mr.  Thompson  of 
Louisiana  against. 

Mr.  Bell  for,  with  Mr.  George  P.  Miller 
against. 

Mr.  Laird  for,  with  Mr.  Shipley  against. 

Mr.  Martin  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Williams  for,  with  Mr.  Roosevelt 
against. 

Mr.  Glenn  for,  with  Mr.  Sheppard  against. 

Mr.  Goodling  for,  with  Mr.  Clem  Miller 
against. 

Mr.  MacGregor  for,  with  Mr.  Frazier 
against. 

Mr.  Hlestand  for,  with  Mr.  Peterson 
against. 

Mr.  Rousselot  for,  with  Mr.  O’Brien  of 
Illinois  against. 

Mr.  TJtt  for,  with  Mr.  Magnuson  against. 

Mr.  Taber  for,  with  Mr.  Klrwan  against. 

Mr.  Scherer  for,  with  Mr.  Brewster  against. 


Mr.  Lindsay  for,  with  Mr.  Moeller  against. 

Mrs.  Kee  for,  with  Mr.  Zelenko  against. 

Mr.  Seely-Brown  for,  with  Mrs.  Hansen 
against. 

Mr.  Hoeven  for,  with  Mr.  Diggs  against. 

Mr.  Alexander  for,  with  Mr.  John  W.  Davis 
against. 

Mr.  Goodell  for,  with  Mr.  Asplnall  against. 

Mr.  Brown  for,  with  Mr.  Breeding  against. 

Mr.  Quie  for,  with  Mrs.  Griffiths  against. 

Mr.  Judd  for,  with  Mr.  Spence  against. 

Mr.  Short  for,  with  Mr.  Karth  against. 

Mr.  Roudebush  for,  with  Mr.  Hays  against. 

Mr.  Michel  for,  with  Mr.  Coad  against.  . 

I 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Burke  of  Kentucky  with  Mr.  Scranton. 

Mr.  Thornberry  with  Mr.  O’Konskl. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Kllburn. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Hall. 

Mr.  Watts  with  Mr.  Relfel. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mr.  Siler. 

Mr.  Harris  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Curtis. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Dominick. 

Mr.  Kowalski  with  Mr.  Moorehead  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Michi¬ 
gan. 

Mrs.  Norrell  with  Mr.  Springer. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

Mr.  McDowell  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Saund  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana. 

Mrs.  BUtch  with  Mr.  Belcher. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a; 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Ore-^ 
gon,  Mr.  Ullman.  Had  he  been  pres¬ 
ent,  he  would  have  voted  “nay.”  I  voted; 
“yea.”  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  votei 
and  vote  “present.” 

Messers.  JARMAN,  PERKINS,  ROB¬ 
ERTS  of  Texas,  WALTER,  ELLIOTT, 
BONNER,  FASCELL,  ST.  GERMAIN, 
LANE,  PHILBIN,  DONOHUE,  and  RAN¬ 
DALL  changed  their  vote  from  “nay”  to 
“yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  pursuant  to  the  instructions  of  the 
House,  I  report  the  bill  H.R.  13273  back 
to  the  House  with  an  amendment  which 
is  at  the  Clerk’s  desk. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  44,  delete  all  the  words  on  lines 
4  through  8. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LATTA.  On  this  vote,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the; 
Clerk  be  authorized  to  adjust  indexes, 
cross-references,  and  numbers  of  sec¬ 
tions  in  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  desiring  to  do  so  may  have  5 
legislative  days  in  which  to  extend  their 
remarks  in  the  Record  on  the  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate  by 
Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title : 

H.R.  9491.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  re¬ 
moval  of  an  encumbrance  on  the  title  of 
certain  real  property  heretofore  conveyed 
to  the  Board  of  Education  of  the  Vallejo 
School  District,  Vallejo,  Calif.,  by  the  U.S. 
Housing  Corporation. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  with  amendments,  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.R.  12580.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Departments  of  State,  Justice,  and 
Commerce,  the  Judiciary,  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  McClellan,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Hay¬ 
den,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr. 
Mansfield,  Mrs.  Smith  of  Maine,  Mr. 
Saltonstall,  Mr.  Mundt,  and  Mr. 
Hruska  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the 
following  title: 

S.  962.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  to  aid  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  in  the  investigation  of  air¬ 
craft  accidents,  and  for  other  purposes. 

y  The  message  also  announced  that  the 
^nate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com- 
mWee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
vot^of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend- 
men^i^nf  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7927)  ^titled  “An  act  to  adjust  postal 
rates,  aimfor  other  purposes.” 

The  mestoge  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agre^to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  coi^rence  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  tv^  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  HOT^e  to  the  bill  (S.  901) 
entitled  “An  act  ^advance  the  marine 
sciences,  to  establiifc  a  comprehensive 
10-year  program  of^Meanographic  re¬ 
search  and  surveys,  ^  promote  com¬ 
merce  and  navigation,  M^ecure  the  na¬ 
tional  defense,  to  expand^ean,  coastal, 
and  Great  Lakes  resources^to  authorize 
the  construction  of  research^id  survey 
ships  and  laboratory  facilities^o  expe¬ 
dite  oceanographic  instrumenta^on,  to 
assure  systematic  studies  of  efira^s  of 
radioactive  materials  in  marine  enwon- 
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its,  to  enhance  the  public  health  and 
genial  welfare,  anJ.  for  other  purposes. 
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DEPARlMENTS  OP  STATE,  JUSTICE, 
AND  COMMERCE,  THE  JUDICIARY, 
AND  REDATED  AGENCIES  APPRO- 
PRIATION^ILL,  1963 
Mr.  ROONeX  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  bill  H.R.  12580 

making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  State,  Justico,  and  Commerce, 
the  Judiciary,  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  Juiie  30,  1963,  and 
for  other  purposes  with  S^ate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to\he  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj^i^ion? 
i  After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hearsNwne 
and  appoints  the  following  conforms: 
Messrs.  Rooney,  S  kes.  Cannon,  Do' 
and  Taber. 

AMENDING  AND  SUPPLEMENTING 
THE  LA'WS  "WITH  RESPECT  TO 
MANUFACTURE  AND  DISTRIBU¬ 
TION  OF  DRUGS 

Mr.  ROBERTS  of  Alabama  submitted 
the  following  conference  report  and 
statement  on  the  bill  (S.  1552)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  laws  with  respect  to 
the  manufacture  and  distribution  of 
drugs,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Kept.  No.  2526) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1552)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  laws 
with  respect  to  the  manufacture  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same  with 
an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House 
amendment  insert  the  following:  “That  this 
Act,  divided  into  titles  and  sections  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  following  table  of  contents,  may 
be  cited  as  the  ‘Drug  Amendments  of  1962’. 
“table  op  contents 
‘‘Title  I — Drugs 

“Part  A — Amendments  To  Assure  Safety,  EJ 
fectiveness,  and  Reliability 
“Sec.  101.  Requirement  of  adequate 
trols  in  manufacture. 

“Sec.  102.  Effectiveness  and  safety^f  new 
drugs. 

“Sec.  103.  Records  and  report^as  to  ex¬ 
perience  on  new  drugs. 

“Sec.  104.  New  drug  clearanc^procedure. 
“Sec.  105.  Certification  of ^mtlbiotics. 
“Sec.  106.  Records  and  rejforts  as  to  experi¬ 
ence  on  antibiotics. 

“Sec.  107.  Effective  d^es  and  application 
of  part  A. 

“Part  B — Standard^^tion  of  Drug  Names 
“Sec.  111.  Revieiyfind  designation  of  official 
names. 

“Sec.  112.  Nan^  to  be  used  on  drug  label. 
“Sec.  113.  Eyfiusion  of  cosmetics. 

“Sec.  114.  information  to  physicians. 


“Part  C — Amendments  as  to  Advertising 

“Sec.  131.  Prescription  drug  advertise¬ 
ments. 

“Title  II — Factory  inspection  and  effect  on 
State  laws 

“Sec.  201.  Factory  inspection. 

“Sec.  202.  Effect  on  State  laws. 

“Sec.  203.  Effective  date. 

“Title  III — Registration  of  drug  estahlish- 
ments  and  patent  information 

“Sec.  301.  Findings  and  declaration. 

“Sec.  302.  Registration  of  producers  of 
drugs. 

“Sec.  303.  Transitional  provisions. 

“Sec.  304.  Failure  to  register. 

“Sec.  305.  Drugs  from  nonregistered  estab¬ 
lishments  misbranded. 

‘  Sec.  306.  Samples  of  imported  drugs. 

“■Sec.  307.  Definitions. 

“Sec.  308.  Information  on  patents  for 
drugs. 

“title  I — ^drugs 

“Part  A~~Amendments  to  assure  safety,  effec- 
'  tiveness,  and  reliability 
“Requirement  of  Adequate  Controls  in 
Manufacture 

“Sec.  101.  Clause  (2)  of  section  501(a)  of 
le  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
U.S.C.  351(a))  is  amended  to  read  as 
folIWs:  ‘(2)  (A)  if  it  has  been  prepared, 
pac^^,  or  held  under  insanitary  conditions 
wherelte  it  may  have  been  contaminated  with 
filth,  oNwhereby  It  may  have  been  renders 
injuriousVo  health;  or  (B)  if  it  is  a  dmg 
and  the  nwthods  used  in,  or  the  facimles 
or  controls  vteed  for,  its  manufacture,yproc- 
esslng,  packing  or  holding  do  not  c^form 
to  or  are  not  f^erated  or  admini^ered  in 
conformity  wlthNurrent  good  m^ufactur- 
ing  practice  to  as^re  that  suclyQrug  meets 
the  requirements  of^is  Act  as/o  safety  and 
has  the  identity  and  stength^nd  meets  the 
quality  and  purity  chstecte^stics,  which  it 
purports  or  is  represente^LJro  possess;’. 
“Effectiveness  and  Saf^teof  New  Drugs 
“Sec.  102.  (a)  (1)  Season  2^1(p)  (1)  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,^nd  CosSoetic  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  321(p)  (1) ) ,  jBeflning  thWterm  ‘new 
drug’,  is  amended^y  (A)  insertNg  therein, 
immediately  aftw  the  words  ‘tertevaluate 
the  safety’,  the^ords  ‘and  effectiverites’,  and 
(B)  inserting^rherein,  immediately  afB^  the 
words  ‘as  saje^,  the  words  ‘and  effective 
“(2)  Seafion  201(p)(2)  of  such  Act  '^1 
U.S.C.  3^ip)(2))  is  amended  by  insertl: 
therein^mmediately  after  the  word  ‘safety’,'' 
the  'v/affds  ‘and  effectiveness’. 

t)  Section  505(b)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
35^b) )  is  amended  by  Inserting  therein,  im- 
ediately  after  the  words  ‘is  safe  for  use’, 
le  words  ‘and  whether  such  drug  is  effective 
'  in  use’. 

“(c)  Section  505(d)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
355(d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(d)  If  the  Secretary  finds,  after  due 
notice  to  the  applicant  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (c)  and  giving  him  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  a  hearing,  in  accordance  with 
said  subsection,  that  (1)  the  Investigations, 
reports  of  which  are  required  to  be  submit¬ 
ted  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b),  do  not  Include  adequate  tests  by  all 
methods  reasonably  applicable  to  show 
whether  or  not  such  drug  is  safe  for  use 
under  the  conditions  prescribed,  recom¬ 
mended,  or  suggested  in  the  proposed  la¬ 
beling  thereof;  (2)  the  results  of  such  tests 
show  that  such  drug  is  unsafe  for  use  under 
such  conditions  or  do  not  show  that  such 
drug  is  safe  for  use  under  such  conditions; 
(3)  the  methods  used  in,  and  the  facilities 
and  controls  used  for,  the  manufacture. 


processing,  and  packing  of  such  drug  are 
inadequate  to  preserve  its  identity,  strength, 
quality,  and  purity;  (4)  upon  the  basis  oj 
the  Information  submitted  to  him  as  pas 
of  the  application,  or  upon  the  basis  of  ^y 
other  Information  before  him  with  reject 
to  such  drug,  he  has  insufficient  information 
to  determine  whether  such  drug  is  jafe  for 


use  under  such  conditions,  or  (5) 
on  the  basis  of  the  information. 


faluated 

Submitted 


to  him  as  part  of  the  applicathon  and  any 
other  information  before  him^with  respect 
to  such  drug,  there  is  a  lac^^f  substantial 
evidence  that  the  drug  wily  have  the  effect 
it  purports  or  Is  represents  to  have  under 
the  conditions  of  use  yprescrlbed,  recom¬ 
mended,  or  suggested  li^ the  proposed  label¬ 
ing  thereof;  or  (6)  b^ed  on  a  fair  evalua¬ 
tion  of  -all  materla^acts,  such  labeling  is 
false  or  mlsleadii^  in  any  particular;  he 
shall  issue  an  ordw  refusing  to  approve  the 
application.  If/after  such  notice  and  op¬ 
portunity  for  Rearing,  the  Secretary  finds 
that  clauses  if  1)  through  (6)  do  not  apply, 
he  shall  issyre  an  order  approving  the  appli¬ 
cation.  Af  used  in  this  subsection  and  sub¬ 
section  (Ay,  the  term  ‘substantial  evidence’ 
means yevidence  consisting  of  adequate  and 
well -^n  trolled  investigations.  Including 

clln^al  investigations,  by  experts  qualified 
b^^cientific  training  and  experience  to  eval- 
Ite  the  effectiveness  of  the  drug  Involved, 
5n  the  basis  of  which  it  could  fairly  and 
responsibly  be  concluded  by  such  experts 
that  the  drug  will  have  the  effect  it  pur¬ 
ports  or  is  represented  to  have  under  the 
conditions  of  use  prescribed,  recommended, 
or  suggested  in  the  labeling  or  proposed 
labeling  thereof.’ 

“(d)  Section  505(e)  of  such  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
355(e))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(e)  The  Secretary  shall,  after  due  notice 
and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the  appli¬ 
cant,  withdraw  approval  of  an  applic:.tlon 
with  respect  to  any  drug  under  this  section 
if  the  Secretary  finds  (1)  that  clinical  or 
other  experience,  tests,  or  other  scientific 
data  show  that  such  drug  is  unsafe  for  use 
under  the  conditions  of  use  upon  the  basis 
of  which  the  application  was  approved;  (2) 
that  new  evidence  of  clinical  experience,  not 
contained  in  such  application  or  not  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  until  after  such  appli¬ 
cation  was  approved,  or  tests  by  new 
methods,  or  tests  by  methods  not  deemed 
reasonably  applicable  when  such  application 
was  approved,  evaluated  together  with  the 
evidence  available  to  the  Secretary  when  the 
^application  was  approved,  shows  that  such 
irug  is  not  shown  to  be  safe  for  use  under 
tte  conditions  of  use  upon  the  basis  of  which 
thfl^ppllcation  was  approved;  or  (3)  on  the 
basiWof  new  Information  before  him  with 
respect  to  such  drug,  evaluated  together  with 
the  evi^mce  available  to  him  when  the  appli¬ 
cation  wte  approved,  that  there  is  a  lack  of 
substantial^vidence  that  the  drug  will  have 
the  effect  iV  purports  or  Is  represented  to 
have  under  tlte  conditions  of  use  prescribed, 
recommended,^^  suggested  in  the  labeling 
thereof;  or  (4)  ^^t  the  application  contains 
any  untrue  statement  of  a  material  fact: 
Provided,  That  if  Rbe  Secretary  (or  in  his 
absence  the  officer  ac^hig  as  Secretary)  finds 
that  there  is  an  imm^ent  hazard  to  the 
public  health,  he  may  s^pend  the  approval 
of  such  application  imim^iately,  and  give 
the  applicant  prompt  not^  of  his  action 
and  afford  the  applicant  theNpportunlty  for 
an  expedited  hearing  under  tims  subsection; 
but  the  authority  confferred  b^this  proviso 
to  suspend  the  approval  of  an  implication 
shall  not  be  delegated.  The  Secretory  may 
also,  after  due  notice  and  opportu^ty  for 
hearing  to  the  applicant,  withdraw  ap¬ 
proval  of  an  application  with  respect  totony 
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I  (For  information  ifinly; 
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:REST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  [  or  cit^ 

Issued  Oct.  5,  1JA2 
For  actions  of  Oct.  4,  ^62 

87th-2<K  No.  181 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  USDA  appropriation  continuation  measure  for  fiscal  year 

1963.  Both  Houses  agreed  ty conference  report  on  foreign  trade  bill.  House  in- 
)  sisted  on  amendments  in  di^greement  on  agricultural  OTpropriation  bill.  Senate 
agreed  to  conference  rep^t  on  pay  bill.  Sen,  Russell  Ejected  to  consideration  of 
supplemental  appropriat^n  bill.  Senate  passed  roads  biri.  Sen.  Morse  commended 
Secretary  Freeman's  sj^ech  on  forestry.  Senate  passed  public  works  authorization 
bill.  Senate  receiv^  International  Coffee  Agreement.  Hou^  passed  bill  for  hold¬ 
ing  World  Food  Confess.  Rep.  Wilson,  Ind,  ,  commended  ASC  coimKitteemen.  House 
agreed  to  confere^e  report  on  school  lunch  fund  apportionmentN?ill.  Sen.  Mans¬ 
field  and  Rep,  pooley  reviewed  legislative  accomplishments  in  fa^  legislation. 


SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  23V,  an 

,  apo/opriation  continuation  measure  for  this  Department  authorizing  a^ropria- 
tlmns  for  fiscal  year  1963  for  "projects  or  activities  which  were  con^cted  in 
-he  fiscal  year  1962  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  including  the  corpora¬ 
tions  therein,  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  at  a  rate  for  operati^s 
not  in  excess  of  the  current  rate  (amount  appropriated  or  authorized  to  be' 
expended  in  the  fiscal  year  1962)  or  the  rate  provided  for  in  the  budget 
estimate  (amount  estimated  to  be  appropriated  or  estimated  to  be  expended  in 
the  fiscal  year  1963)  whichever  is  lower,  except  that  the  1963  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program  shall  not  exceed  $250,000,000."  Sen.  Russell  stated. 


2 


"I  think  it  is  prudent  that  the  Senate  pass  the  continuing  resolution  at  tl 


time,  in  the  eventuality  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  conferees  to  reach 
\  agreement  on  the  regular  appropriation  bill."  This  measure  had  been  reputed 


tjy  the  Appropriations  Committee  earlier  in  the  day  (S.  Kept.  2277). 
2i<)14-5 


2. 


FOREI<^  TRADE,  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H,  ^  11970, 
the  fc^ign  trade  bill  (by  a  vote  of  256  to  91  in  the  House;  no  necord  vote 
in  theS^ate)  (pp,  20997-21008,  21097-125).  This  bill  will  now  l^e  sent  to 
the  Presi^nt.  The  conferees  agreed  to  an  amendment  requirin^the  President 
to  impose  cities  or  other  import  restrictions  on  the  produc^  of  any  foreign 
country  esta^ishing  and  maintaining  foreign  import  restriocions  against  U.S. 
agricultural  p^ducts,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of  ajrfy  trade  agreement 
under  the  bill  ^d  to  the  extent  he  deems  necessary  andyappropriate,  in 
order  to  prevent  \he  establishment  or  obtain  the  remo"'^  of  foreign  import 
restrictions  and  t^provide  access  of  U.  S.  agricultural  products  to  the 
markets  of  such  fore^n  country.  Also,  agreed  to  amendment  of  the  Senate 
providing  that  Sec.  2Z\pf  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  and  import  restric¬ 
tions  imposed  thereunde\  shall  be  unaffected  by  xh±s  bill. 


{ 


3. 


PERSONNEL.  Agreed  to  the  s^^nd  conference  r^ort  on  H.  R.  9121  ^  the  Federal 
pay  and  postal-rate  incretse^ity  hau  been  jreturned  to  conference  earlier  for 
further  consideration  (pp.  21047-20,  2105^.  The  conferees  struck  out  a 
provision  in  the  bill  which  wouVd  have  provided  that  retirement  increases  for 
retired  employees  could  be  paid  ^t  of yche  civil  service  retirement  fund  not- 
withsu  inding  the  provisions  of  PuobdcyCaw  85-844. 

Paosed  without  amendment  S.  3459y^o  authorize  the  appointment  of  one 
additional  Secretary  of  State,. 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Seryice/vc^a  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  5698,  to  extend  tjfte  apportronment  requirement  of  the  Civil 
Service  Act  to  temporary  summar  employmencV.  p.  D939 


4.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS^  Sen.  Russell  obj^ted  to  the  second  reading  of 
H.  R.  13290,  the  suppiem^tal  appropriation  bill  for  1963,  thus  delaying 
consideration  of  the  bi^  for  one  day  (p.  20956)\  The  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  voted  to  report  bill  earlier  in  the  day  ^  D939) .  ( 

- - - - - 


5. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  13273,  the  public  works  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  for  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  projects  (pp.  20958-996), 
Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (p.  20996),  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen. 
Hartke  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a  Wabash  Basin  Interagency  Water 
Resources  Commission  (pp,  20992-3),  Consideration  of  a  similar  bill  S,  3773 
was  indefinitely  postponed  (p.  20996) . 


6.  ROADS. 
1964  a? 
fereej 


ssed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135,  the  roads  authorization  bill  for 
1965  (pp,  21011-4,  21016-7,  21020-3).  Both  Houses  appoi^ed  con- 
(pp.  21023,  21183),  This  bill  Includes  authorizations  for  i^est 


ays  of  $33  million  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965,  and  for  forei 


^lopment  roads  and  trails  of  an  additional  $20  million  for  fiscal  y^r  1963 
bring  the  total  authorization  for  that  year  to  $60  million,  $70  mill] 

:  1964,  and  $85  million  for  1965  (as  compared  to  the  present  level  of 
million) , 


7.  FORESTRY,  Sen.  Morse  inserted  and  commended  Secretary  Freeman's  speech  on  the 
national  forestry  program  before  the  Membership  Conference  of  the  Western 
Pine  Association,  pp.  21084-7 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  4, 1962 

Received;  read  twice,  considered,  amended,  read  the  tliird  time,  and  passed 


AN  ACT 

Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  a7id  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— RIVEKS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author- 

7  ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 

8  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  ac- 

9  cordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec- 

10  ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective 
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reports  hereinafter  designated :  Provided,  That  the  provisions 
of  section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March 
2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth 
with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of 
improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein 
set  forth  in  full : 

NAVIGATION 

Narraguagus  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
530,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$500,000; 

Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  118,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $205,000; 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
500,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$700,000; 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
216,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$8,340,000; 

Kennebunk  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered 
459,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$270,000; 
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Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  Piver,  Maine  and 
New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered  482,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document 
Nimihered  341,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,100,000; 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Dociunent 
Numbered  516,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Nmn- 
bered  350,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,843,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  Kiver,  Massachusetts: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  126,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,050,000; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  124,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  236,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  CMJst 
of  $210,000; 

Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Document  Nurn- 
bered  510,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,185,000; 

Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York:  House  Document 
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Numbered  551,  Eigthy-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,695,000; 

Buttemiilk  Channel,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  483,  Eighty-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,226,000; 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Bivers,  New 
Jersey  (channels  to  Port  Elizabeth)  :  Modification  of  the 
existing  navigation  project  authorized  by  the  Biver  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  780,  Eighty- third  Congress) , 
House  Document  Numbered  252,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  being  prepared  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Baritan  Biver,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  455,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  maintenance ; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Virginia: 
House  Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,068,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  reimbursement  to 
local  interests  for  the  Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  Bridge; 

Bollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hatteras  Inlet  to 
Hatteras,  North  Carolina  :  House  Document  Numbered  457, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,000; 

Wilmington  Harbor,  North  Carolina:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  114,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,370,000; 
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Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  115,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $605,000; 

Key  West  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  106,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $820,000; 

Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels,  Florida : 
House  Document  Numbered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $997,000 ; 

Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Nmnbered  109,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
528,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$424,000; 

Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Secretary  of  the 
Anny  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  an  immedi¬ 
ate  study  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydroelecti'ic  power  gen¬ 
erating  facilities  in  said  dam,  and  his  report  on  such  study 
shall  l)e  submitted  to  the  Congress  l)y  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  within  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  da^^s  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress. 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi:  House  Document  Num- 
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bered  560,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,870,000; 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Ronge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Lou¬ 
isiana:  Senate  Document  Numbered  36,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $357,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Watei’way,  Louisiana  and  Texas: 
House  Document  Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,540,000  ; 

Calcasieu  River  Salt  Water  Barrier,  Louisiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  582,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,310,000; 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  552,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $103,300; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  419,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $195,000; 

Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  553,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,830,000; 

Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir,  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,162,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios, 
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Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  504,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $818,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,  Texas  : 
House  Document  Numbered  288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,590,000; 

Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  31,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $114,652,000; 

Kaskaskia  Kiver,  Illinois:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
44,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,- 
200,000; 

Lock  and  dam  numbered  3,  Big  Sandy  Eiver,  Kentucky, 
at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $200,000;  such  work  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of  said  lock 
and  dam:  Provided,  That  the  work  authorized  herein  shall 
have  no  effect  on  the  condition  that  local  interests  shall  oper¬ 
ate  and  maintain  the  structure  and  related  properties  as 
required  by  the  Act  of  Congress  approved  August  2,  1946 
(60  Stat.  1062)  :  And  'provided  further,  That  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  expended  from  ap})ropriations  heretofore  or 
hereinafter  made  for  such  functions  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  repair  and  restoration  of  lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on 
the  Big  Sandy  Kiver. 
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Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minne¬ 
apolis,  Minnesota:  House  Document  Numbered  513,  Eigbt}^- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 

Ontonagon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  287,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,741,000; 

Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  474,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$609,000; 

Leland  Harhor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
413,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,- 
000; 

Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling, 
Michigan:  House  Document  Numhered  480,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $350,000; 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  470,  Eighty-seventh  Congi-ess,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,270,000; 

Kenosha  Harhor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  496,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $673,000; 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  479,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $719,000; 
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Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  134,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,029,000; 

Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana  :  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $11,464,000; 

Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered 
485,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,505,000; 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  481,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $667,000; 

Caseville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  64,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esthnated  cost  of 
$327,000; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
544,  Eight3^-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,780,000 ; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
509,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$257,000; 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  165, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000 : 
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Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered 
527,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered 
415,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,179,000; 

Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  340,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $671,000; 

Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  451,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,797,000; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document 
Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $765,000; 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  471,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,180,000; 

Dana  Point  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  532,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $3,730,000; 

Santa  Barbai’a  Harbor,  California :  House  Document 
Numbered  518,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,000,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Friiitvale  Avenue  Bridge: 
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Senate  Document  Numbered  75,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,750,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  353,  Eight3^-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,775,000; 

Novo  River  and  Harbor,  California:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  121,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $13,231,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers,  Oregon  and 
Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $493,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers  below  Van¬ 
couver,  Washington,  and  Portland,  Oregon:  House  Document 
Niunbered  452,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,100,000; 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos  Water¬ 
ways,  Washington:  Senate  Document  Numbered  104, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000; 

Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  417,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $428,000; 

Swinoniish  Channel,  Washington:  House  Document 
Numbered  499,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $887,000; 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii:  House  Docu- 
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ineiit  Numbered  484,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,919,000; 

BEACH  EEOSION 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered 
416,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$88,000; 

Eire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet, 
Long  Island,  New  York:  Modification  of  the  existing  beach 
erosion  control  project  authorized  by  the  Eiver  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Congress) , 
House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans, 
which  will  include  a  sand  bypassing  system  at  Fire  Island 
Inlet,  being  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
382,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Caro¬ 
lina:  House  Document  Numbered  555,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $194,000; 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  561,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michigan-Ohio  State  line 
to  Marblehead,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  63. 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 
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Sheffield  Lake  Community  Park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village, 
Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  414,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $100,300; 

Ventura-Pierpont  Area,  Cahfomia:  House  Document 
Numbered  458,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $515,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
to  convey  17.94  acres  of  land  located  at  old  lock  and  dam 
numbered  7,  Ohio  Piver,  to  the  city  of  Midland,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  after  November  1,  1962,  for  public  park  and  recrea¬ 
tion  purposes,  without  monetary  consideration  but  subject 
to  reversion  to  the  United  States  if  not  utilized  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes  and  further  subject  to  such 
flowage  rights  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the 
New  Cumberland  lock  and  dam,  Ohio  River. 

Sec.  103.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done 
by  them  on  the  beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  subsequent  to  the 
initiation  of  the  cooperative  studies  which  form  the  basis  for 
the  projects :  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may  have  been 
done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  projects  herein 
adopted:  Provided  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or  funds 
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available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements. 

Sec.  104.  The  body  of  water  designated  as  the  Kedondo 
Beach  Harbor,  California,  shall  be  known  and  designated 
hereafter  as  the  Bedondo  Beach  King  Harl)or,  California. 
Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record,  or  other  paper 
of  the  United  States  in  which  such  body  of  water  is  referred 
to  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Bedondo  Beach  King 
Harbor,  California. 

Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the 
following  named  localities  and  subject  to  all  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  10  of  the  Biver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

Channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer  Island, 
Massachusetts,  at  approximately  the  same  location  as 
the  former  channel  commonly  known  as  Shirley  Gut. 

Kings  Bay  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  Biver  in  Wapakoneta,  Auglaize  County, 
Ohio. 

Sec.  106.  Title  T  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘‘Biver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  COKTBOL 


Sec.  201.  That  section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June 
22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress),  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
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28,  1938  (Public  Law  Nniiibored  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  aiithoinzed  in  this  title  except 
that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (h),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said 
Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and  except  as 
otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted  requiring 
local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on 
which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation, 
unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assur¬ 
ances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the 
required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  pui*poses  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
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of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided 
further,  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated 
as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  budgetaiy  requirements:  And  provided  further. 
That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  pos¬ 
sible  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  ot  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

NEW  ENGLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AEEA 

The  project  for  navigation  and' hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Wareham-Marion,  Massachusetts,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  548, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,811,500. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane  flood  protection 
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at  Point  J iidith,  Eliode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  521,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,414,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Narragansett  Pier,  Ehode  Island,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  195,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,152,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at  New 
London,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  478,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,401,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Westport, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  412,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $217,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Mystic, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
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with  the  recomniendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,490,000. 

HOUSATONIC  EIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Naugatuck  Eiver 
at  Ansonia-Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  437, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,620,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rondout  Creek  and 
Wallkill  Eiver  and  their  tributaries.  New  York  and  New 
Jersey,  is  hereby  authoiized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  113,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,111,000. 

NEW  JERSEY — ^ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  on  Earitan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New 
Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  464,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Junicata  River  and  tributaries, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  565,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  but  without 
the  power  features,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,150,000: 
Provided,  That  if  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deems  it  desirable 
he  may  submit  a  reexamination  report  on  the  power  gener¬ 
ating  features  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration. 

DELAW AEE  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Delaware  River  Basin,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  Delaware,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  522,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $224,000,000. 

POTOMAC  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River, 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  469,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 
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MIDDLE  ATLAJITIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Norfolk, 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,537,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Docimient  Numbered  418,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $739,000. 

APALACHICOLA  RIVER  BASIN,  GEORGIA 
The  project  for  the  West  Point  Reservoir,  Chattahoo¬ 
chee  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  570,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,900,000. 

central  and  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 
The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  central  and  southern  Florida,  approved  in  the 
Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress  is 
hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

The  project  for  south  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby 
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1  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 

2  tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers 

3  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Con- 

4  gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,388,000; 

5  The  project  for  flood  protection  in  the  Cutler  Drain 

6  Area,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 
V  ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Endneers  in 

o 

8  Senate  Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 

9  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,063,000. 

10  GEEEN  SWAMP  EEGIOiT,  FLOEIDA 

11  The  project  for  the  four  river  basins,  Florida,  namely 

12  the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace 

13  Eivers,  is  hereb}^  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 

14  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 

15  Document  Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

16  estimated  cost  of  $57,760,000. 

17  PASCAGOULA  EPVEE  BASIN 

18  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chunky  Creek, 

19  Chickasawhay  and  Pascagoula  Divers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby 

20  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 

21  tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 

22  bered  549,  Eightj^-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

23  $6,740,000. 
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LOWEE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  Kiver,  adopted  hy  the  Act  of  May  15, 
1928,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  and  expanded  to  in¬ 
clude  construction  of  certain  improvements  in  Gin  and  Mudd}^^ 
Bayous,  Yazoo  Kiver  Basin,  Mississippi,  substantially  in 
accordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  Office,  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Kiver  Delta  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  550,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,502,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Ked  Kiver  in 
Natchitoches  and  Ked  Kiver  Parishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  476,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,293,000. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  Kiver  Basin,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  a  unit  in  the  Mississippi  Kiver  and  tributaries 
project,  shall  hereafter  be  known  and  designated  as  the  Will 
M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor  of  the  late  Mem- 
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ber  of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  from  the  Third  District 
of  Mississippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  erect  appropriate  markers 
along  the  auxiliary  channel  designating  the  project  “The 
Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”.  Any  law,  regula¬ 
tion,  document,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
project  is  designated  or  referred  to  under  the  name  of  lower 
auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  Eiver  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be 
held  and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of 
“Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”. 

BUFFALO  BAYOU 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince  and  Little 
Vince  Bayous,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  441,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,224,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  hunicane-flood  protection  at  Port  Arthur 
and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  505,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,380,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Freeport 
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and  vicinitj,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  495,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,780,000. 

TEINITY  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  East  Eork  of 
the  Trinity  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  554,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,760,000. 

The  project  for  extension  of  the  Eort  Worth  Eloodway, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
454,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$5,148,000. 

BEAZOS  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Brazos  River  Basin, 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  3,  1954,  as  amended 
by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
include  the  following  item,  and  the  monetary  authorization 
for  said  comprehensive  plan  is  hereby  increased  accordingly. 

The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  River,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 
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1  bered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

2  $20,250,000. 

2  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Clear  Eork  of 
^  the  Brazos  Kiver  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is 
^  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
^  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  506,  Eighty- 
^  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $31,200,000. 

8  TITLAROSA  BASIN 

^  The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamogordo,  Hew 
Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  suhstantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Hmnbered  473,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 


14 


EIO  GRANDE  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Las  Cruces,  Hew 
1^  Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
1'^  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Humbered 
1^  117,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
19  $3,350,000. 
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ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 


21  The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas  River,  Ar- 

22  kansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a 

23  sewage  outfall  for  the  city  of  Russellville,  Arkansas,  suhstan- 
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tially  in  accordance  with  plans  of  said  city,  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,400,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow  Creek,  Kansas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  531,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  Eiver 
at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  House  Document  Kumhered  498,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 

The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdigris  Eiver  and 
tributaries,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  563, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$62,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Eeservoir,  Arkansas  Eiver, 
Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000. 
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1  WHITE  EIVEE  BASIN 

2  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Village  Creek,  White 

3  River,  and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 

4  modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  pumping  plant,  sub- 

5  stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

6  House  Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 

7  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,018,000. 

8  The  flood  protection  project  for  Village  Creek,  Jackson 

9  and  Lawrence  Counties,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub- 

10  stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

11  House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 

12  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,968,000. 

13  EED  EIVEE  BASIN 

14  The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Texas,  is 

15  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 

16  mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 

17  Numbered  144,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

18  cost  of  $6,410,000. 

19  The  project  providmg  for  the  construction  of  two  ex- 

20  perimental  water  quality  study  projects  in  the  Arkansas- 

21  Red  River  Basins,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 

22  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
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neers  in  Senate  Document  Niunbered  105,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 

The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow  Eeservoir,  Moun¬ 
tain  Eork  Biver,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  reconamendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  137,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Beservoirs, 
Kiamichi  Biver,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  145,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $29,748,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Missouri  Biver  Basin, 
approved  in  the  Act  of  June  28,  1938,  as  amended  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  further  modified  to 
include  the  following  projects,  and  the  monetary  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  said  general  comprehensive  plan  is  increased 
accordingly. 

(a)  The  Kay  singer  Bluff  Beservoir,  Osage  Biver, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  additional  cost  of  $43,245,000:  Provided,  That 
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1  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 

2  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  na- 

3  tional  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

4  (b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  Kiver,  Kansas,  Ne- 

5  braska,  and  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 

6  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

7  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Enginers  in  Senate  Dociunent  Num- 

8  bered  122,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

9  of  $88,070,000:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  the 

10  Woodbine  Eeservoir  on  Lyon  Creek  is  defen-ed  at  this  time, 

11  subject  to  submission  of  a  new  feasibihty  report  by  the 

12  Chief  of  Engineers  to  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  which 

13  shall  take  into  account  the  water  and  related  land  resource 

14  development  plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the 

15  Kansas  Water  Eesources  Board,  and  Lyon  Creek  Water- 

16  shed  Joint  District  Numbered  41,  and  preparation  of  said 

17  report  is  hereby  authorized. 

18  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papillion  Creek  and 

19  tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 

20  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 

21  neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  475,  Eighty-seventh 

22  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

23  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Creek,  Iowa, 

24  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
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recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  438,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

OHIO  EIVBE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Kokosing  River, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  220, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mad  River  above 
Huffman  Dam,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  439,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estmiated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kentucky  River,  Kentucky,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $26,020,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buckhannon 
River,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,206,000. 

The  project  for  the  Guyandot  River  and  tributaries. 
West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  569,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
second  session,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab  Creek  at 
Youngstown,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  440,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,268,000. 

The  project  for  the  Scioto  Eiver,  Ohio,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 

the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered - , 

Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$55,847,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Allegheny  Eiver 
at  Salamanca,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
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tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  95,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,102,000. 

The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
authorized  by  the  Elood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law 
85-500) ,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that  no  cash  con¬ 
tribution  shall  be  required  of  local  interests :  Provided,  That 
the  other  items  of  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  316  of 
the  Eighty-fourth  Congress  shall  still  be  applicable. 

UPPEE  MISSISSIPPI  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
Wisconsin,  and  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  472,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $71,465,000. 

The  project  for  Rend  Lake,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docmnent  Numbered  541, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $35,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Guttenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
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286,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
between  Sainte  Genevieve  and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  519,  Eighty-seventh  Congi'ess,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing 
Drainage  and  Levee  District  Number  2,  Illinois,  is  herehv 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  542,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,112,000. 

The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict  Number  3,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  543,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $986,000. 

The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary 
District,  Ilhnois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  540,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $921,000. 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Eichland  Creek, 
Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  571,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,995,000. 

'  The  project  for  the  Joanna  Reservoir,  Salt  River, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  507,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $63,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Pecatonica  River, 
Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  539,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $850,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River  Urban  Areas  from 
Hampton,  Illinois,  to  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  450, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kickapoo  River,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  557,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,570,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Warroad  River 
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and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  449, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eiver  Bouge, 
Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $8,659,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sandusky  Eiver, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  136,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,300,000. 

TEUCKEE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Truckee  Eiver 
and  tributaries,  California  and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  435, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AEEA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Alameda  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
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1  Document  Numbered  128,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 

2  estimated  cost  of  $14,680,000. 

3  The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County, 

4  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 

5  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny  and 

6  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  545, 

7  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,534,000. 

8  SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  BASIN 

9  The  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River,  California, 

10  authorized  by  the  Elood  Control  Act  approved  December 

11  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified  substantially 

12  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 

13  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  453,  Eighty- 

14  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000: 

15  Provided,  That  upon  completion  of  construction  of  the  dam 
Ifi  and  powerplant  by  the  C'or])s  of  Eni>ineers,  the  project  shall 
1"^  become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and 

18  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

19  pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  except  that  the 

20  flood  control  operation  of  the  project  shall  be  in  accordance 

21  with  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 

22  of  the  Army:  Provided  further,  That  the  Stanislaus  Eiver 

23  Channel,  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San  Joaquin  River, 

24  shall  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  a 

25  capacit}^  of  at  least  eight  thousand  cul)ic  feet  per  second 
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subject  to  the  condition  that  responsible  local  interests  agree 
to  maintain  private  levees  and  to  prevent  encroachment  on 
the  existing  channel  and  floodway  between  the  levees : 
Provided  further,  That  before  initiating  any  diversions  of 
water  from  the  Stanislaus  Kiver  Basin  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  determine  the  quantity  of  water  required 
to  satisfy  all  existing  and  anticipated  future  needs  within 
that  basin  and  the  diversions  shall  at  all  times  be  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  the  quantities  so  determmed:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  adopt  appropriate  measures 
to  insure  the  preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  in  the  New  Melones  project  and  shall  allocate  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080),  an 
appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  Stanislaus 
River  division  and  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  same, 
such  costs  to  be  nonreimbursable:  Provided  f^irther.  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  connection  with  the  New 
Melones  project,  construct  basic  public  recreation  facilities, 
acquire  land  necessary  for  that  purpose,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  such  facilities  and  acquiring  such  lands  to  be  non¬ 
reimbursable  and  nonreturnable :  Provided  further.  That 
contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional  electric 
energy  available  from  the  Central  Valley  project  power 
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system  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  the  plants  herein 
authorized  and  their  integration  with  that  system  shall  be 
made  in  accordance  with  preferences  expressed  in  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  except  that  a  first  preference,  to  the  extent 
of  25  per  centum  of  such  additional  energy,  shall  he  given, 
under  reclamation  law,  to  preference  customers  in  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  Counties,  California,  for  use  in  that  county, 
who  are  ready,  able,  and  willing,  within  twelve  months 
after  notice  of  availability  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  energy  and  that  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  County  preference  customers  may  exercise 
their  option  in  the  same  date  in  each  successive  fifth  year 
providing  written  notice  of  their  intention  to  use  the  energy 
is  given  to  the  Secretary  not  less  than  eighteen  months  prior 
to  said  dates:  And  provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Amiy  give  consideration  dming  the  preconstruction 
planning  for  the  New  Melones  project  to  the  advisability 
of  including  storage  for  the  regulation  of  streamflow  for  the 
pui-pose  of  downstream  water  quality  control. 

The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Fresno  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $14,338,000. 

The  Buchanan  Reservoir,  Chowchilla  River,  California, 
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is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  98,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $13,585,000. 

RUSSIAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  Eussian  River,  Dry  Creek,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Niunbered  547,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $42,400,000. 

REDWOOD  CREEK  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Redwood  Creek, 
Humboldt  County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  497, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,580,000, 
LOS  ANGELES  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los  Angeles 
River  Basin  approved  in  the  Act  of  August  18,  1941,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon  and  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
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recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  566,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $106,700,000:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  project 
is  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  accomplish  the  bene¬ 
fits  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  of  the  district 
engineer  and  its  appended  report;  (b)  water  for  all  purposes 
shall  he  released  in  the  quantities  and  qualities  at  points 
described  in  the  district  engineer’s  report  and  its  appendixes ; 
(c)  in  the  years  of  short  water  supply  all  water  users  will 
share  the  available  water  in  the  same  proportions  that  they 
would  share  the  total  full  supply  when  it  is  available  and  that 
no  further  water-use  allocations  will  be  made  from  the  author¬ 
ized  storage  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible  benefits  to 
authorized  uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity  when  storage 
shortages  occur. 

COLUMBIA  RIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Eirie  Dam  and  Eeservoir,  Willow 
Creek,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Dociunent  Numbered  562,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,027,000. 

The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and  Eeservoir,  Black- 
foot  Elver,  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
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1  neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568,  Eighty-seventh 

2  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $829,000. 

3  The  project  for  the  Asotin  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake 

4  River,  Idaho  and  Washington,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 

5  tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 

6  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  403,  Eighty- 

7  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $99,818,000. 

8  The  project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Reservoir, 

9  Snake  River,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  is  hereby 

10  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 

11  tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num- 

12  bered  403,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

13  of  $74,777,000. 

14  COOK  TNLET,  ALASKA 

15  The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  is 

16  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec- 

17  ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 

18  Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

19  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

20  Sec.  204.  That  section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 

21  1948,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701s),  is  amended  by,  (a) 

22  striking  out  “$10,000,000”  and  inserting  “$25,000,000” 

23  in  lieu  thereof,  (b)  substituting  for  the  term  “small  flood 

24  control  projects”  the  term  “small  projects  for  flood  control 
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and  related  purposes”,  and  (c)  striking  out  Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  at 
any  single  locahty  from  the  appropriations  for  any  one 
fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $2,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section 
for  a  project  at  any  single  locality  and  the  amoimt  allotted 
shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  Federal  participation  in  the 
project :  And  provided  further.  That  no  construction  shall  be 
undertaken  on  any  project  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
with  a  Federal  cost  in  excess  of  $1,000,000  unless  such 
project  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Pepresentatives, 
respectively.” 

Sec.  205.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  granted  to 
Duke  Power  Company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  to  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  dam  across  Savannah  Piver 
between  Anderson  County,  South  Carolina,  and  Elbert 
County,  Georgia,  near  Middleton  Shoals,  and  about  two 
hundred  and  ninety-seven  miles  above  the  mouth  of  said  river, 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  pool  for  condenser  water  for 
a  steam-electric  plant.  Construction  on  such  dam  shall  not 
be  commenced  until  the  plans  therefor  have  been  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army,  and  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  when  such 
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plans  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  there  shall  be  no  deviation 
from  such  plans  either  before  or  after  completion  of  said  dam 
unless  the  modification  of  such  plans  has  previously  been 
submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  In  approving  the  plans  for  said 
dam  such  conditions  and  stipulations  may  be  imposed  as  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  deem 
necessary  to  protect  the  present  and  future  interest  of  the 
United  States.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  he  constnied  to 
authorize  the  use  of  such  dam  to  develop  water  power  or 
generate  hydroelectric  energy.  The  grantee  and  its  suc¬ 
cessors  shall  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
all  claims  arising  from  damage  which  may  be  sustained  by 
the  dam  herein  authorized,  or  damage  sustained  by  the  ap¬ 
purtenances  of  the  said  dam,  by  reason  of  the  future  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  by  the  United  States  of  Hartwell 
Reservoir  or  any  other  Federal  project  upstream  or  down¬ 
stream  from  the  dam  herein  authorized.  The  authority 
granted  by  this  section  shall  cease  and  be  deemed  null  and 
void  imless  the  actual  construction  of  the  dam  hereby  author¬ 
ized  is  commenced  within  four  years  and  completed  within 
seven  years  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  section.  The 
right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  section  is  hereby  ex¬ 
pressly  reserved. 
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Sec.  206.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve¬ 
ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  local¬ 
ities:  Provided,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports 
made  on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supple¬ 
mental  or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless 
authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made 
and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review 
is  required  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical 
or  economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project 
for  the  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned 
in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work  shall 
have  been  adopted  by  law : 

Waccasassa  Eiver  (Levy  County  and  Gilchrist 
County) ,  Florida. 

Valenciana  Eiver,  Puerto  Eico. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  north  shore,  Louisiana. 

San  Bernard  Eiver,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 
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Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in  northern 
California  draining  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  developing,  where  feasible,  multiple-purpose 
water  resource  projects,  particularly  those  which  would 
be  eligible  under  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  Pubhc 
Law  85-500. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  California. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County,  California, 
draining  the  Santa  Ynez  Mountains,  except  Santa  Ynez 
River  and  tributaries. 

Sec.  207.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood 
Control  Act  of  1962”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  October  3,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  would  be  happy  to  yield  if  I 
lad  any  time  remaining. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
tinae  of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
ha^xpired. 

Tl\  Senator  from  Oregon  has  1  min¬ 
ute  ren^ining. 

Mr.  raSDRSE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
1  minute \^ich  remains  available  to  me, 
I  must  an^er  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts. 

I  must  say'^at  all  of  the  program 
the  Senator  fron^/Iassachusetts  has  out¬ 
lined  would  be  ^^art  of  the  program 
under  the  amendn^nt  I  am  offering. 
Let  us  not  forget  tnet  my  amendment 
is  for  the  program  whiSh  has  been  unan¬ 
imously  recommended  ^the  District  of 
Columbia  Board  of  Education  and  the 
Superintendent  of  SchoolKof  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  Many  of  ihe  requests 
are  justified  by  the  Stray er\^rvey  in 
1949.  The  Strayer  survey  sh^s  what 
a  crisis  there  is  in  the  educatioi^l  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  question  is  whether  Congress\jfill 
authorize  the  borrowing  of  the  mor 
needed  to  construct  the  facilities  whici 
are  required  in  order  to  provide  the  nec-’ 
essary  assistance  and  facilities  to  the 
schoolchildren  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia,  and  to  do  it  now,  and  then  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  work  our  way  toward  paying 
back  the  money  during  the  next  10  years. 

I  wish  to  say  that  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  human  values  involved,  and 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  social  con¬ 
ditions  existing  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  we  cannot  afford  to  try  to  save 
money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  imanimous-consent  agreement,  all 
available  time  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered;  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Car-/ 
roll],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexij 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Pm 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  rfom 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  S/nator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle],  tjrie  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  G^e],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr^HART],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mj/^Hill],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [^.  Kefauver], 
the  Senator  from  Wa^ington  [Mr. 
Magnuson],  the  Sena^-  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  McCarthyIT  and  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [M^^cNamara]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  bu^ess. 

I  further  aniyunce  that  the  Senator 
from  Arkansa^  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
Senator  fromr  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Senato^rom  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hick¬ 
ey],  and  Upre  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Long],  necessarily  absent. 

On  t«s  vote,  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado^Mr.  Carroll]  is  paired  with  the 
Seizor  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  If 
PB^ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
3lorado  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  would  vote  “nay.” 


On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Tenne- 
see  [Mr.  Kefauver]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Bot¬ 
tom].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  fi’om  Minnesota  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hart]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Jordan].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mid 
igan  [Mr.  McNamara]  is  paired  with^e 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson^  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senatoj^rom 
[ichigan  would  vote  “yea,”  apiW  the 
mator  from  Kansas  would  vo^  “nay.” 
[r.  KUCHEL.  I  annormc^ that  the 
Seil^or  from  Vermont  [Mt^iken],  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  J^nnett],  the 
Senat^from  South  Day>ta  [Mr.  Bot¬ 
tom],  Senator  fropin  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart^  the  Sen^r  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Gol^^ter], yCne  Senator  fi’om 
Idaho  [Mr.^toRDANfl,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [MV^ffoRTON],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  Jl&r.  Pearson],  and  the 
Senator  fron^’^as  [Mr.  Tower]  are 
necessarily  absent.” 

The  Sena^r  from^fcwa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper]  i^bsent  by  l»ve  of  the  Senate. 

The  abator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Al- 
lott]  JfB  absent  by  leav^of  the  Senate 
on  o^ial  business  as  a  U*.  represent- 
atrue  to  the  General  Assen^^ly  of  the 
Ujfnted  Nations. 

The  Senator  from  New  H^lmpshire 
'[Mr.  Murphy]  is  detained  onNofficial 
business.  If  present  and  voting,  th^en- 
ator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  ALLOTTl^he 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwatm 
•and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tow> 
ER]  would  each  vote  “nay.’ 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Bottum]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke¬ 
fauver]  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Jordan]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 


from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  If  m^§sent 
and  voting,  the  Senator  fron^Idaho 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sen^r  from 
Michigan  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator^bm  Kansas 
[Mr.  Pearson]  is  paired  wiUIthe  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara].  If 
present  and  voting,  Senator,  from 
Kansas  would  vote  “n^,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  w^ld  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  ynnounced — yeas  22, 
nays  50,  as  followsj 


Bartlett 
Burdick 
Case 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Fong 
Humph)?ey 
Javlt^ 


A^erson 
reall 
Sible 
Boggs 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd,  Va. 
Byrd.  W.  Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Church 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Ellender 
Ervin 


Aiken 

Allott 

Bennett 

Bottum 

Capehart 

Carroll 

Chavez 

Clark 

Eastland 

Engle 
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7EAS — 22 

ong,  Hawaii 
'Long,  La. 
McGee 
Metcalf 
Morse 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Proxmire 

NAYS — 50 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Jordan,  N.C. 
Keating 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
Miller 
Monroney 
Moss 
Mundt 


Randolph 

Symington 

Wiley 

Williams,  N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young.  Ohio 


Muskie 

Pell 

Prouty 

Robertson 

RusseU 

Saltonstall 

Scott 

Smathers 

Smith,  Mass. 

Smith,  Maine 

Sparkman 

Stennls 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 

Williams,  Del. 

Young.  N.  Dak. 


NOT  VOTING— 28 
Ehlbright 
Goldwater 
Gore 

Gruening 
Hart 

Hickenlooper 
Hickey 
Hill 

Jordan,  Idaho 
Kefauver 


Long,  Mo. 

Magnuson 

McCarthy 

McNamara 

Morton 

Murphy 

Pearson 

Tower 


So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MANSFIEILD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon - 
lider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
a^eed  to. 

u  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  Tmanlmous-consent  agreement,  no 
furthe^^mendments  to  the  bill  are  in 
order.  >^e  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  an^hird  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill^K.  3313)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  foka  thii’d  reading,  was  read 
the  third  timak  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  U^the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  o\the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress\ssembled,  That  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  section  1  olL  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  authorize  the  ^mmlssioners  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  t^borrow  funds  for 
capital  Improvement  progMhns  and  to  amend 
provisions  of  law  relating  tovederal  Govern¬ 
ment  participation  in  meetin^^osts  of  main¬ 
taining  the  Nation’s  Capital  cS^”,  approved 
June  6,  1958  (72  Stat.  183),  1b  amended 
by  striking  “$75,000,000”  and  iin|firting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$150,000,000”. 
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2.  Subsection  (f)  of  section  1  of  such 
Act  ^amended  by  striking  out  “June  30, 
1968”  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "June  30, 
1972”. 

ADMINISTRATION  OP  PUBLIC  AS- 

sistanceSin  the  district  of 

COLUMBIA  \ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  the  attention  ofthe  majority  leader 
a  moment? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD. 

Mr.  MORSE.  At  the  Measure  of  the 
majority  leader  I  should  uA 
consideration  of  amendm^s  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to^  914.  I 
should  like  to  have  the  Senate  ^ept  the 
House  amendments. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senato\may 
do  so  now. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  that  the  Presides 
Officer  lay  before  the  Senate  the  amenc 
ments  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to'' 
the  bill  S.  914.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  914) 
to  provide  for  more  effective  administra¬ 
tion  of  public  assistance  in  the  District 
of  Columbia;  to  make  certain  relatives 
responsible  for  support  of  needy  persons, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  were,  on 
page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  “1961”,  and  in¬ 
sert  “1962”;  on  page  2,  strike  out  line  8; 
on  page  2,  strike  out  line  9,  over  through 
and  including  line  8,  on  page  3,  and 
insert: 

CATEGORIES  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OP  PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  following  categories  of 
public  assistance  are  hereby  established: 

( 1 )  Old  Age  Assistance; 

(2)  Aid  to  the  Blind; 

(3)  Aid  to  the  Disabled; 

(4)  Aid  to  Dependent  Children; 

(5)  General  Public  Assistance. 

(b)  This  Act  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Commissioners  who  shall — 

(1)  provide  for  maximum  cooperation 
with  other  agencies  rendering  services  to 
maintain  and  strengthen  family  life  and  to 
help  applicants  for  public  assistance  and 
recipients  to  attain  self-support  or  self-care; 

(2)  establish  and  enforce  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  or  desirable 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act; 

(3)  cooperate  in  all  necessary  respects  witlj 
agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  ir 
the  administration  of  this  Act,  and  acce^ 
any  funds,  goods,  or  services  payable  to  ^e 
District  for  public  assistance  and  for  ad: 
Istering  public  assistance; 

(4)  enter  Into  reciprocal  agreemei^  with 
any  State  relative  to  the  provision  of  public 
assistance  to  residents  and  nonramdents. 

^  On  page  3,  lines  18  and  la^trike  out 
“the  Commissioners  purs^nt  to  this 
Act”  and  insert  “this  ^t:  Provided, 
That  no  persons  shall  b^ligible  for  old- 
age  assistance  establylned  by  category 
number  1,  subsectio^a)  of  section  3  of 
tl^  Act,  unless  he  h^  resided  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  for  five  yea^  or  more  within  the 
nine  years  imm^iately  preceding  appli¬ 
cation  for  suchr  assistance,  and  who  has 
resided  continuously  therein  for  one  year 
immediatelw^receding  the  said  applica¬ 
tion”;  o^^page  4,  strike  out  lines  3 
through  X  inclusive;  on  page  4,  line  7, 
strike  out  “on  July  1,  1961”  and  insert 


"upon  enactment”;  on  page  6,  line  16, 
strike  out  “sixty”  and  insert  “thirty”; 
on  page  6,  line  20,  after  “necessary”  in¬ 
sert  “,  but  in  every  case  the  Commission¬ 
ers  shall  make  such  reconsiderations  at 
least  once  in  each  year”;  on  page  10,  line 
2,  after  “entitled”  insert  “,  or  in  excess 
of  that  to  which  he  is  entitled”;  on  page 
10,  line  3,  after  “sum”  insert  “,  or  if  con¬ 
tinued  on  assistance,  shall  have  future 
grants  prpportionately  reduced  imtil  the 
excess  amount  received  has  been  repaid”, 
and  on  page  10,  line  16,  strike  out  “med¬ 
ical  assistance  for  the  aged,”. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  are  acceptable.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  concur  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IDECENT  PUBLICATIONS  IN  THE 
DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA— CON- 
pENCE  REPORT 

M^^ARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  axeport  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  «n  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Hou^  on  the  amendment  of  Ure 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  4670)  to  amfod 
the  law  rela^g  to  indecent  publicainons 
in  the  District\f  Columbia.  I  asi^an- 
imous  consent  f^the  present  cc^idera- 
tion  of  the  report^ 

The  PRESIDINC^FFICCTC.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  fo^he  ujlormation  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  ijfo  the  report. 

(For  conference  repaft^T^e  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Octobe^,  131^,  p.  20729, 
Congressional  Recotd.) 

The  PRESIDIN^OFPICElCV  Is  there 
objection  to  th^present  consn^eration 
of  the  report? . 

There  beiM  no  objection,  the  SHpate 
proceeded  t^consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HARTTKE  Mr.  President,  I  mdsis 
that  th^/Senate  agree  to  the  confer enw 
reiJorty 

Tl^  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
qu^ion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  by 
tiys  Senator  from  Indiana. 

^The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  2220,  S. 
3773. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3773)  authorizing  the  constiuction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preseiwation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  by 
the  Senator  from  Montaria. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  before  it  today  what  I  believe  to 
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be  the  second  largest  public  works  au¬ 
thorization  in  history.  The  bill  includes 
projects  for  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment,  flood  control,  power  generation, 
navigation,  beach  erosion,  and  hurri¬ 
cane  protection. 

Many  of  the  projects  include  reser¬ 
voirs  for  the  storage  of  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supplies.  This  is  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  'Water  Supply  Act  of 
1958.  In  addition,  consideration  has 
been  given  to,  and  provision  made  for, 
capacity  for  water  to  provide  quality 
control  and  to  aid  in  alleviating  the 
problem  of  pollution  of  our  streams  and 
waterways.  This  program  has  only  now 
been  initiated  because  authority  was 
first  provided  through  amendments  in 
1961  to  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 
These  puiposes  are,  of  course,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  regular  programs  to  control 
floods,  develop  power,  improve  naviga¬ 
tion,  and  protect  our  shores. 

The  Public  Works  Committee  feels 
that  these  projects  will  constitute  a  pru¬ 
dent  investment  of  Federal  funds  in  per¬ 
manent  improvements  believed  to  be 
sound  from  an  engineering  standpoint, 
and  economically  feasible.  I  would  like 
to  point  out  that  the  Federal  investment 
in  certain  multipurpose  features  of  many 
of  the  projects  will  be  reimbursed  to  the 
Treasury. 

The  total  amount  of  monetary  au¬ 
thorization  in  the  bill,  broken  down  into 
the  major  categories  is  indicated  in  a 
table  which  appears  on  page  6  of  the 
report. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Monetary  summary  of  bill  (cost  of  new  work) 

title  I. - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 


Sec.  101 : 

Navigation  projects  (13) _  $376,498,800 

Beach-erosion  control  proj¬ 
ects  (11) -  4,875,000 

Monetary  authorization 

(1) -  1,000,000 

Sec.  105:  Illinois  and  Missis¬ 
sippi  Canal  (1) _  800,000 

Sec.  107:  Lock  and  dam  No. 

3,  Big  Sandy  River,  Ky .  ( 1 ) 200,  000 


Total,  title  I  (86) _  383,  373,  800 

TITLE  n. - FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  203: 

New  projects  or  project 

modifications  (106) _  2,199,492,500 

Increased  basin  authoriza¬ 
tions  (10) -  804,  000.  000 

Sec.  204:  Snettlsham  project, 

Alaska  (1) -  41,634,000 

Sec.  205:  Waurika  project, 

Oklahoma  (1) -  25,019,500 

Sec.  211;  Missouri  River  Ba¬ 
sin,  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  (1) -  100,000,000 


Total,  title  II  (119) 3,170,146,000 
Grand  total  of  bill 

(205) - -  3,553,519.800 


Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
series  of  amendments  which  I  will  offer 
to  S.  3773  which  will  have  the  effect  of 
bringing  into  this  bill  many  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  contained  in  the  House  bill,  H.R. 
13273,  which  I  feel  should  be  accepted 
by  the  Senate. 
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Mr.  President,  I  offer  the  amendment 
of  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to 
have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
between  lines  11  and  12,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following; 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Riv¬ 
ers,  New  Jersey  (channels  to  Port  Elizabeth)  : 
Modification  of  the  existing  navigation  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1954  (Public  Law  780,  83d  Congress) , 
House  Document  No.  252,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  being  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  subject  to  the  the  approval  of  such 
plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
President; 

On  page  6,  between  lines  2  and  3,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

Holt  lock  and  dam,.  Alabama :  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  Is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study  to  be 
made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generating  facilities  in  said 
dam,  and  his  report  on  such  study  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  within  the  first  period  of  ninety 
calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the 
Eighty-eighth  Congress; 

On  page  13,  between  lines  10  and  11,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

Fire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to 
Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island,  New  York;  Modi¬ 
fication  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  control 
project  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500;  Eighty-fifth 
Congress),  House  Document  Numbered  411, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans, 
which  will  include  a  sand  bjrpassing  system 
at  Fire  Island  Inlet,  being  prepared  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  such  plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  President; 

On  page  18,  between  lines  17  and  18,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  106.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  convey  17.94  acres  of  land  lo¬ 
cated  at  old  lock  and  dam  numbered  7, 
Ohio  River,  to  the  city  of  Midland,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  after  November  1,  1962,  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes,  without  mone¬ 
tary  consideration  but  subject  to  reversion  to 
the  United  States  if  not  utilized  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes  and  further 
subject  to  such  flowage  rights  as  may  be 
necessary  in  the  operation  of  the  New  Cum¬ 
berland  lock  and  dam,  Ohio  River. 

On  page  18,  line  18,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “Sec.  105.”  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  106.” 

On  page  19,  line  6,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “Sec.  106.”  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  107.” 

On  page  19,  line  l5,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “Sec.  107.”  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “Sec.  108.” 

On  page  20,  between  lines  3  and  4,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  109.  The  body  of  water  designated  as 
the  Redondo  Beach  Harbor,  California,  shaU 
be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as  the 
Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor,  California. 
Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record, 
or  other  paper  of  the  United  States  in  which 
such  body  of  water  is  referred  to  shall  be 
b€ld  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Redondo  Beach 
King  Harbor,  California. 


On  page  20,  line  4,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “Sec.  108.”  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  110.” 

On  page  20,  line  24,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “Sec,  109.”  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  111.” 

On  page  31,  between  lines  9  and  10, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following : 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  modified  and  expanded  to  include 
construction  of  certain  improvements  in  Gin 
and  Muddy  Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
plans  on  file  in  the  Office,  Chief  of  Engineers, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  such  plans  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $160,000. 

On  page  31,  between  lines  20  and  21, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following : 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River 
Basin,  Mississippi,  a  unit  in  the  Mississippi 
River  and  tributaries  project;  shall  here¬ 
after  be  known  and  designated  as  the  Will 
M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor 
of  the  late  Member  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  Third  District  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  U.S.  Army,  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  erect  appropriate  markers  along 
the  auxiliary  channel  designating  the  proj¬ 
ect  “The  Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary 
Channel.”  Any  law,  regulation,  document, 
or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
project  is  designated  or  referred  to  under  the 
name  of  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo 
River  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by  the 
name  of  “Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary 
Channel.” 

On  page  33,  between  lines  6  and  7,  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  602  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $20,250,000. 

On  page  44,  between  lines  13  and  14,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  Hlinois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  86-500)  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  adjust  the  cash  contribution 
required  of  local  interests  to  such  amount 
as  is  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  approved  by  the  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  wish  to  have 
the  amendments  considered  en  bloc? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mi*.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendments 
may  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma?  The  Chair  hears  none; 
and,  without  objection,  the  amendments 
will  be  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  specific  language  from  the  House 
report  with  reference  to  the  language  in 
the  House  bill  concerning  each  of  the 
projects  with  reference  to  which  the 
amendments  would  provide  modifica¬ 
tions. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

NEWARK  BAY,  HACKENSACK  AND  PASSAIC  RIVERS, 

NEW  JERSEY  (CHANNELS  TO  PORT  ELIZA¬ 
BETH) 

Location:  Newark  Bay  is  an  estuary  ex¬ 
tending  southerly  from  the  confluence  of  the 
Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers  to  the  New 
York  and  New  Jersey  channels.  Hackensack 
River  rises  in  Rockland  County,  N.Y.,  and 
flows  generally  south  about  45  miles  into 
Newark  Bay.  Passaic  River  rises  in  north¬ 
eastern  New  Jersey  and  flows  about  80  miles 
east  and  south  into  Newark  Bay. 

Authority;  Resolutions  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  June  14, 
1960,  and  July  31.  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project:  There  is  no  existing  Fed¬ 
eral  project  for  channels  to  Port  Elizabeth 
on  the  west  side  of  Newark  Bay.  The  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  project  channels  in  Newark  Bay, 
Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers  connect  di¬ 
rectly  or  Indirectly  with  all  major  channels 
and  water  routes  within  the  port  of  New 
York  as  well  as  all  Inland  coastal  and  ocean 
routes  served  by  the  port.  Approach  from 
the  Atlantic  Ocean  is  afforded  through  Am¬ 
brose  and  Anchorage  channels  which  have 
controlling  depths  of  45  feet  and  the  New 
York  and  New  Jersey  channels  which  have 
controlling  depths  of  35  feet. 

Navigation  flood  problem:  Local  interests 
request  that  the  channels  to  Port  Elizabeth 
be  incorporated  in  the  Federal  navigation 
project  for  Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and 
Passaic  Rivers  and  assumption  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  of  maintenance  of  the 
channels  to  Port  Elizabeth. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement ;  Modi¬ 
fication  of  the  existing  project  for  Newark, 
Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  Federal  maintenance  to  a  depth 
of  35  feet  of  the  channels  to  Port  Eliza¬ 
beth  which  have  been  or  are  planned  to  be 
^edged  by  the  Port  of  New  York  Author¬ 
ity  or  other  responsible  agency. 

Costs  and  project  economics:  Based  on 
data  in  the  district  engineer’s  report  there 
are  no  Federal  construction  costs  for  the 
project.  Federal  cost  for  maintenance  of 
the  channels  is  estimated  at  $230,600  an¬ 
nually.  Benefits,  based  on  anticipated  sav¬ 
ings  over  a  60-year  period  have  not  beeen 
completely  evaluated;  however,  since  the 
commerce  to  the  port  is  anticipated  to  ex¬ 
ceed  8  million  tons  annually,  savings  in  the 
order  of  2 14  cents  per  ton  would  be  required 
for  its  justification.  Benefits  resulting  from 
provision  of  the  Improvement  are  expected 
to  exceed  this  figure.  The  studies  made  of 
this  project  to  date  indicate  that  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  will  be  in  the  order  of  2  to  1. 

Status:  The  review  report  of  the  district 
engineer  was  submitted  to  the  Board  of  En¬ 
gineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  for  consid¬ 
eration  in  accordance  with  existing  law.  The 
Board  returned  the  report  to  the  reporting 
officers  for  reconsideration  relative  to  the 
benefit  analysis.  Accordingly,  the  report  has 
not  been  completed  and  reviewed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  established  procedures. 

Remarks:  The  committee  has  noted  that 
maintenance  of  the  general  navigation  chan¬ 
nels  to  Port  Elizabeth  is  needed  to  meet 
the  growing  needs  of  existing  and  prospective 
deep-draft  commercial  traffic  moving  into  the 
port.  Federal  assumption  of  the  mainte¬ 
nance  cost  is  justified  and  is  in  keeping 
with  that  provided  in  similar  projects 
throughout  the  Nation. 

EIRE  ISLAND  INLET  AND  SHORE  WESTERLY  TO 

JONES  INLET,  N.Y.,  BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

Location:  The  study  area  is  located  on  the 
south  shore  of  Long  Island,  N.Y.,  and  ex¬ 
tends  a  distance  of  about  16  miles  between 
Fire  Island  Inlet  and  Jones  Inlet. 
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Report  authorized  by:  Section  2  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3,  1930 
(cooperative  study  provisions) . 

Existing  project:  The  existing  Federal 
beach  erosion  project  authorized  July  3, 
1958,  provides  for  Federal  participation  in 
restoration  and  protection  of  the  shore  from 
Oak  Beach  at  Fire  Island  Inlet  to  Jones  In¬ 
let  consisting  of  three  dredging  operations 
over  a  project  life  of  15  years.  The  existing 
Federal  navigation  project  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950  provides  a 
channel  through  Fire  Island  Inlet  generally 
10  feet  deep  and  250  feet  wide,  and  a  5,000- 
foot  Jetty  at  the  west  end  of  Fire  Island. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem:  Continu¬ 
ing  erosion  of  the  protective  and  recreational 
beach  In  the  study  area  has  progressed  In 
recent  years  to  such  an  extent  that  use  of 
the  beach  Is  Impaired  and  improvements  In 
the  shore-front  areas  are  damaged  by  storms 
and  subject  to  possible  destruction.  Pres¬ 
ently  authorized  protection  Improvements 
are  inadequate  to  provide  the  protection  re¬ 
quired  under  existing  conditions.  The  west¬ 
erly  movement  of  littoral  drift  Into  the  Inlet 
results  In  shoaling  and  shifting  of  the  chan¬ 
nel  and  In  the  possibility  of  eventual  closure 
of  the  Inlet  unless  littoral  drift  Is  stopped 
or  bypassed. 

Considered  plans  of  Improvement:  Pro¬ 
vide  for  Federal  participation  In  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  long-term  solution  of  the 
erosion  problem  consisting  generally  of  either 
an  offshore  breakwater  or  a  Jetty  extension 
to  trap  littoral  drift,  placement  of  sand  to 
restore  the  beach,  provision  of  feeder  beach 
areas  to  noprish  downdrlft  shores,  and 
periodic  transfer  of  sand  from  lee  of  the 
breakwater  or  Jetty  to  feeder  beaches. 

Project  cost  and  economics:  At  this  time 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  unable  to  deter¬ 
mine  definitely  costs  or  economic  Justifica¬ 
tions  for  the  long-term  plans.  However, 
studies  have  advanced  sufficiently  to  indi¬ 
cate  that  protective  measures  are  warranted 
and  that  the  anticipated  benefits  will  prob¬ 
ably  exceed  the  cost. 

Status:  The  review  report  of  the  district 
engineer  has  not  been  completed  and  re¬ 
viewed  in  accordance  with  established  pro¬ 
cedures.  A  preliminary  report  was  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  district  engineer.  New  York 
district  on  July  6.  1962.  and  forwarded  by 
the  division  engineer  on  the  same  date  to 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Remarks:  The  committee  has  noted  that 
the  erosion  problem  on  the  south  shore  of 
Long  Island  from  Fire  Island  Inlet  to  Jones 
Inlet  has  been  aggravated  by  the  storms  of 
March  1962.  The  erosion  and  silting  of  the 
Inlets  is  a  continuing  problem  and  early 
solution  and  remedial  measures  are  essen¬ 
tial.  It  Is  also  noted  that  unless  littoral 
drift  is  stopped  or  bypassed,  the  inlet  even¬ 
tually  may  be  closed. 

GIN  BAYOU.  YAZOO  HIVER,  MISS. 

Gin  Bayou  drains  an  area  of  about  2  square 
miles  before  It  traverses  the  campus  of  the 
Mississippi  Vocational  College.  It  is  a  tribu¬ 
tary  of  Muddy  Bayou  which  in  turn  is  a  trib¬ 
utary  of  Quiver  River. 

Gin  and  Muddy  Bayous  have  Inadequate 
channel  capacities  due  to  obstructions  caused 
by  vegetation.  In  addition,  road  crossings 
have  Inadequate  culverts  resulting  In  severe 
flooding  of  the  campus  of  the  Mississippi 
Vocational  College  during  periods  of  heavy 
rainfall. 

In  view  of  the  severe  damages  suffered  by 
the  Mississippi  Vocational  College  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  seen  fit  to  Include  language  In 
the  bill  authorizing  a  project  which  is  de¬ 
signed  to  alleviate  the  present  flood  and 
drainage  problem. 

SAN  GABRnCI,  RIVBB  WATERSHED,  TEXAS 
(H.  Doc.  591,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  The  San  Gabriel  River  water¬ 
shed  Is  in  east-central  Texas  Immediately 
north  of  Austin.  The  river,*  formed  by  the 
confluence  of  the  North  Fork  and  South  Fork 


at  Georgetowm,  Tex.,  flows  eastward  about  62 
miles  to  Its  Junction  with  Little  River,  a  trib¬ 
utary  of  Brazos  River. 

Authority:  Resolution  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  adopted  July  29, 
1955. 

Existing  project:  The  authorized,  but  un- 


Problems:  Floods  occur  on  the  San  Gabriel 
River  at  any  time  of  the  year  and  contribute 
substantially  to  flooding  In  the  lower  Brazos 
River.  During  the  48-year  period,  1903  to 
1950,  Inclusive,  25  floods  occurred.  The  parts 
of  the  Little  River  and  Brazos  River  flood 
plains  affected  by  floodflows  from  San  Gabriel 
River  consist  of  about  1,080,000  acres,  of 
which  698,000  are  Improved  agricultural 
lands,  480,000  acres  are  unimproved  grazing 
lands,  and  2,552  acres  are  In  several  commu¬ 
nities  along  the  reach.  The  value  of  prop¬ 
erty  in  these  reaches,  based  on  July  1961 
prices,  is  estimated  at  over  $350  million. 
Average  annual  damages  In  the  reaches,  as¬ 
suming  none  of  the  eight  authorized  proj¬ 
ects  in  operation,  are  estimated  at  $9,703,300. 
Construction  and  operation  of  the  eight  au¬ 
thorized  reservoirs  would  prevent  average 
annual  damages  estimated  at  $4,117,000. 

In  connection  with  the  studies  for  this 
report,  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  pre¬ 
pared  a  report  on  the  alternative  cost  of  con¬ 
servation  storage  and  on  the  existing  and 
future  needs  of  municipal  and  Industrial 
water  supply  in  the  area  which  could  be 
served  by  storage  In  the  San  Gabriel  River 
watershed.  The  service  area  extends  from 
the  vicinity  of  Waco  to  the  Freeport-Velasco 
area,  generally  within  the  Brazos  River  Basin. 
The  report  shows  that  the  usage  In  the  serv¬ 
ice  area  In  1958  was  about  228  million  gallons 
per  day  and  that  the  needs  In  the  year  2010, 
exclusive  of  return  flow  for  reusage.  Is  estl- 


Local  cooperation:  Pay  the  United  States 
in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of 
1958,  as  amended,  the  first  costs  and  the  an¬ 
nual  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  Indus¬ 
trial  water  supply  storage,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $10,077,000  and  $62,500,  respec¬ 
tively,  for  the  ultimate  development:  and 


constructed,  Laneport  Dam  and  Reservoir  at 
mile  29.7  on  San  Gabriel  River  Is  one  of  eight 
such  projects  in  the  Brazoe  River  Basin 
planned  to  operate  as  a  system  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  other  water-related  purposes.  Per¬ 
tinent  data  relative  to  the  other  seven  res¬ 
ervoirs  are  given  in  the  following  tabulation : 


mated  at  1,102  million  gallons  per  day.  In 
comparison,  the  report  shows  the  estimated 
yield  from  existing  and  proposed  sources  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  the  reservoirs  being  covered  In  this 
report)  to  meet  the  need  In  the  year  2010  as 
603  million  gallons  per  day.  Including  117 
million  gallons  per  day  from  ground  water. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  The 
plan  of  Improvement  consists  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  Laneport  Reservoir,  which  would 
be  modified  under  existing  authority  and 
applicable  laws  and  policies,  together  with 
the  addition  of  two  recommended  upstream 
reservoirs  to  be  operated  in  conjunction  with 
Laneport,  all  to  serve  the  primary  purposes 
of  flood  control,  water  supply,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  and  recreation.  The  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  permit  discretion 
regarding  the  sequence  of  construction  of 
the  authorized  Laneport  Reservoir  and  the 
recommended  North  Pork  and  South  Fork 
Reservoirs.  Under  the  plan,  the  first  cost 
of  Laneport  Reservoir  would  be  $25,200,000 
compared  to  a  cost  of  $28,700,000  as  now  esti¬ 
mated.  such  decrease  being  the  result  of 
certain  economies  In  design  and  construc¬ 
tion  now  proposed.  Also,  since  local  Inter¬ 
ests  would  be  required  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  project  costs  allocated  to 
water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  $10.- 
185,000,  the  net  cost  to  the  United  States  for 
Laneport  Reservoir  would  be  $15,014,000,  or 
$13,165,200  less  than  now  estimated. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  July  1961 )  : 


hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
all  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  projects. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 


Project 

stream 

Status 

Whitnpy 

Rrft70s  Rivftr  . .  ....  ...  . . 

In  operation. 

Do. 

Dndcr  construction. 
Do. 

Planning  underway. 
Not  started. 

Planning  underway. 

Leon  River_ 

NAv^<;fvt;a  Rivp.r 

Cost 

Reservoir 

Total 

North  Fork 

South  Fork 

Federal _  .... 

$12,600,000 

$7, 650, 000 

$20,250,000 

Project  economics 


Reservoir 

Total 

North  Fork 

South  Fork 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization _  . 

$173,700 

70,300 

$287,900 

64,000 

$761,600 

134,300 

Oneration.  maintenance,  and  replacement 

Total _  . 

544,000 

351,900 

895,900 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ 

582,500 
612,  800 
19,300 
351,  700 

274,300 

273,000 

19,000 

290,000 

856.800 

785.800 
38,300 

641,700 

■Water  supply _ 

Fish  and  wildUIe..  _ _ 

Recreation _ 

Total _ 

1,  466, 300 

856,300 

2,322,600 

Benefit-co.st  ratio _  __  .  . 

2.7 

2.4 

2.0 

1962 
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Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  comment. 

State  of  Texas ;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Mr.  ICERR.  In  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ments,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  that 
they  relate  to  approximately  $20  million 
worth  of  projects  which  are  in  the  House 
bill. 

However,  they  provide  a  basis  for  reim¬ 
bursement  or  participation  by  the  local 
units  which  is  not  acceptable  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The  amendments 
as  introduced  have  been  cleared  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  provide  language  with 
reference  to  each  of  the  affected  projects 
approved  by  the  Budget  and  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  I 
ask  that  the  amendments  be  considered 
en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma? 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

•  Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  misunderstood  the 
Senator.  I  was  a  little  confused  in  the 
Senator’s  presentation.  Did  the  Sena¬ 
tor  say  that  the  Budget  Bureau  approves 
the  amendments  or  disapproves  them 
with  reservations? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  approves  them  without 
reservation. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  on  bage  17,  line 
3,  of  the  bill,  and  an  amendment  on 
page  17,  line  22  and  line  24  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  will  be  stated. 

^e  Chief  Cleek.  On  page  17,  line  3, 
it  is  proi>osed  to  delete  “heretofore  or’’; 
and  on  page  17,  line  22,  after  the  word 
“protection”,  delete  the  remainder  of  line 
22  and  23,  and  to  “and”  on  line  24. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment  is  to  conform  our 
authorization  to  an  amendment  to  the 
future  authorization  provision  in  the  bill 
in  order  to  eliminate  the  objection  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  in  the  form  of 
a  point  of  order  against  language  in  the 
House  bill  which  was  similar  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  Senate  bill.  With  those 
amendments,  the  language  would  not 
then  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  distinguished  Senators 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong  and  Mr.  Long] 
wish  to  propose  an  amendment. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  my  colleague  [Mr.  Fong] 
and  myself,  I  propose  an  amendment  on 
page  13,  between  lines  6  and  7. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  13,  be¬ 
tween  lines  6  and  7  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following: 

The  project  for  Hilo  Harbor.  Hawaii,  au¬ 
thorized  by  Public  Law  645.  86th  Congress,  is 
hereby  modified  to  provide  for  adjustment 
of  the  cash  contribution  required  of  local  In¬ 
terests  In  accordance  with  recommendations 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approved 
by  the  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Long]  for  himself  and  his  colleague 
[Mr.  Fong]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
wishes  to  propose  amendments. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  amendments  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The 
amendments  of  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  73,  be¬ 
tween  lines  12  and  13,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following: 

Sec.  212.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Is  here¬ 
by  authorized  to  replace  with  adequate  fiood- 
way  capacity  the  bridge  over  Boeuf  River, 
Chicot  County,  Arkansas,  approximately 
three  miles  north  of  the  county  line,  and 
the  bridge  over  Big  Bayou,  Chicot  County, 
Arkansas,  approximately  two  miles  upstream 
from  its  confluence  with  the  Boeuf  River, 
which  were  altered  as  part  of  the  project 
for  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou 
Macon,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  December  22,  1944,  and  which  were  re¬ 
cently  destroyed  by  floods,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $115,000. 

On  page  73,  line  13.  strike  out  "Sec.  212.” 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  213.” 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  discussed  the  amendments  with  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  believe  he  is  familiar  with  them. 

I  ask  imanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  statement 
I  have  prepared  in  support  of  the 
amendments. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  Is  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  replace  two 
bridges  on  roads  In  Chicot  County  Ark.,  that 
that  have  recently  been  washed  away.  The 
first  O'f  these  bridges  Is  over  Big  Bayou  and 
the  second  is  over  the  Boeuf  River.  These 
bridges  were  modified  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  as  a  part  of  the  construction  of  channel 
improvements  in  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Basin 
project.  The  portion  of  this  work  In  Chicot 
County  was  accomplished  In  the  years  1953 
through  1956. 

The  bridge  modifications  were  never  satis¬ 
factory,  and  as  a  result  the  two  bridges  have 
been  washed  away  by  the  Increased  flow  of 
water  brought  about  by  the  upstream  chan¬ 
nel  Improvements.  The  Secretary  of  the 
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Army  admits  that  the  bridges  were  not 
properly  altered  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers — 
especially  with  regard  to  the  size  of  the 
waterway  openings — and  the  Department  of 
the  Army  accepts  full  responsibility  for  re¬ 
placement  of  the  bridges. 

The  citizens  of  Chicot  County  have  been 
greatly  inconvenienced  by  the  loss  of  these 
bridges.  Furthermore,  I  understand  that 
school  buses  have  had  to  be  rerouted  in 
some  Instances  and  that  the  conditions  are 
becoming  quite  critical  as  bad  weather  ap¬ 
proaches.  This  Is  the  nature  of  an  emer¬ 
gency  situation,  and  as  I  have  said,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  has  provided  a  favor¬ 
able  report  on  this  proposal.  Because  of  the 
time  element,  I  did  not  have  an  opportunity 
to  bring  It  to  the  attention  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  when  that  committee  was 
considering  the  bill  that  Is  before  us.  The 
total  cost  of  the  bridges  would  be  only 
$115,000,  and  I  hope  that  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  that  there  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  a  letter  from  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  Cyrus  R.  Vance  ap¬ 
proving  the  proposed  legislation  and 
also  stating  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  no  objection  to  it. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Septembeb  10,  1962. 
Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

HoTise  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Reference  Is  made  to 
your  request  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  the  views  of  the  Department  of  the  Army 
with  respect  to  H.R.  9264.  87th  Congress,  a 
bill  "to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  re¬ 
place  certain  bridges  In  Chicot  County,  Ark.” 

This  bill  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  replace  with  adequate  floodway  ca¬ 
pacity  the  bridge  over  Boeuf  River,  Chicot 
County,  Ark.,  approximately  3  miles 
north  of  the  county  line,  and  the  bridge 
over  Big  Bayou,  Chicot  County,  Ark.,  ap¬ 
proximately  2  miles  upstream  from  its  con¬ 
fluence  with  the  Boeuf  River,  which  bridges 
were  altered  as  part  of  the  project  for  Boeuf 
and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December 
22,  1944,  and  which  were  recently  destroyed 
by  floods.  The  bill  provides  for  an  estimated 
cost  of  $115,000. 

The  channel  work  In  Chicot  County,  con¬ 
templated  by  the  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers 
and  Bayou  Macon  project,  was  accomplished 
in  the  years  1953  through  1956.  Pursuant  to 
contracts  with  Chicot  County,  the  bridges 
over  Big  Bayou  and  Boeuf  River  were  slightly 
extended  during  original  project  construction 
but  were  not  modified  to  provide  larger,  clear 
waterway  openings  as  envisioned  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  plan.  Their  short  spans  were  not  ade¬ 
quate  to  pass  debris  during  flood  flows  in 
the  channels  and  they  were  destroyed  by 
the  early  spring  floods  of  1961.  The  con¬ 
tracts  with  Chicot  County  providing  for  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  two  bridges  include  clauses 
releasing  the  Federal  Government  from  all 
claims  for  damages  due  to  the  alteration  of 
the  structures  and  operation  of  the  project. 
Accordingly,  additional  expenditure  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  to  construct  the  bridges  to  project 
dimensions  would  require  congressional  au¬ 
thorization. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  would  object  to  over¬ 
riding  such  release  clauses.  However,  In 
view  of  the  Department  of  the  Army’s  particl- 
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nation  in  the  reconstruction  of  these  bridges 
and  the  fact  that  they  were  not  modified  to 
provide  larger  waterway  openings,  this  De¬ 
partment  would  interpose  no  objection  to 
enactment  of  H.R.  9264. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s 
program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presen¬ 
tation  of  this  report  for  the  consideration  of 
the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Cybus  R.  Vance, 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Mr.  McCLELXiAN.  I  wish  to  make  a 
brief  statement  about  the  amendments. 
The  amendments  relate  to  a  drainage 
project  which  the  Federal  Government 
is  constructing.  They  involve  bridges 
that  have  been  destroyed  by  recent  floods 
because  inadequate  space  was  left  under 
the  bridges  for  proper  drainage  and 
flowage.  Damage  has  occurred.  The 
State  and  county  have  given  satisfactory 
assm’ances  for  maintenance  after  con¬ 
struction.  The  situation  is  an  emerg- 
gency.  It  has  developed  recently.  A 
bill  to  correct  the  damage  is  pending  in 
the  House,  but  unless  the  amendments 
to  the  bill  now  pending  are  agreed  to  and 
the  pending  measure  enacted  the  condi¬ 
tion  will  continue  into  next  year  before 
it  can  be  given  attention. 

A  number  of  schools  are  affected  by 
reason  of  the  damage  that  has  been 
caused.  It  ought  to  be  promptly 
restored. 

I  trust  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  will  agree  to  accept  the  amendments 
and  take  them  to  conference. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  think  the 
amendments  are  justified.  They  involve 
authorization  for  the  expenditure  of 
$115,000,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  would  in  real¬ 
ity  be  maintenance  and  operation 
expense.  The  amendments  are  accept¬ 
able  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  I 
ui’ge  adoption  of  the  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McClellan.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  ad¬ 
dress  an  inquiry  directed  to  page  42,  lines 
4  to  9,  of  the  bill.  The  provision  of  the 
bill  referred  to  apparently  authorizes 
future  expenditures  of  $1,417,000  for 
flood  protection  on  the  Wabash  River  at 
or  near  Mount  Carmel,  Ill.  I  ask  the 
Senator  whether  the  proposed  construc¬ 
tion  is  for  a  levee  on  the  Illinois  side  of 
the  river  to  protect  Mount  Carmel 
against  the  diversion  of  water  caused 
by  the  construction  of  levee  No.  5  on  the 
Indiana  side  of  the  river. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  looking  for  the  sec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  listed  on  page 
145  of  the  report.  I  have  not  found  a 
description  of  it  in  the  text.  That  is 
why  I  am  trying  to  make  the  legislative 
history. 


Mr.  KERR.  I  refer  to  page  239  of  the 
report : 

WABASH  KIVER  AT  MOUNT  CARMEL 

(H.  Doc.  573,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  Moiint  Carmel  Is  on  the  west 
bank  of  the  Wabash  River  In  southeastern 
Illinois,  about  35  miles  southwest  of  Vin¬ 
cennes,  Ind. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  construction 
would  be  on  the  west,  or  Illinois,  bank  of 
the  Wabash. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma.  The  project  is  very 
desirable  because  Levee  No.  5  on  the  In¬ 
diana  side  was  authorized.  Appropria¬ 
tions  have  been  made  for  it.  Unless  we 
had  counteracting  levees  on  the-  Illinois 
side,  the  result  would  be  to  protect  In¬ 
diana  but  at  the  expense  of  llinois,  with 
possible  flooding  of  Moimt  Carmel  and 
the  adjacent  farm  lands.  The  measure 
is  a  very  constructive  one.  I  am  happy 
to  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  and  thank  him  for  its  inclusion  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  appreciate  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 

I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk. 

On  page  37,  insert  the  following  lan¬ 
guage  between  lines  18  and  19: 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and 
Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,- 
100,000,  subject  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  of 
the  President. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
before  briefly  explaining  my  amend¬ 
ment,  I  wish  to  commend  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  the 
care  which  he  has  given  to  this  bill,  con¬ 
sisting  of  73  pages.  He  has  worked  on 
the  bill  up  to  the  very  closing  days  of  the 
session.  He  has  given  to  it  meticulous 
care.  I  have  studied  the  projects  in 
Texas,  and-  in  most  instances  I  have 
been  on  the  ground  more  than  one  time. 
This  is  not  a  pork  baiTel  bill.  This  is 
not  boondoggling.  These  are  some  of  the 
soundest  projects  that  have  ever  been 
proposed  for  our  State.  Assuming  that 
the  bill  is  as  sound  all  the  way  through, 
we  have  before  us  one  of  the  soundest 
measures  for  the  construction  of  public 
works  that  has  ever  come  before  the 
Senate. 

I  wish  to  give  one  or  two  examples.  I 
refer  particularly  to  the  hurricane  pro¬ 
tection  at  Port  Arthur  and  the  huiri- 
cane  protection  at  Freeport,  Tex.  At 
Port  Arthur  they  have  been  trying  for 
10  years  to  get  hurricane  protection. 
The  Army  engineers  estimated  that  if 
the  hurricane  that  hit  Cameron  Parish 
had  sent  its  force  toward  Sabine  Lake 
Pass  and  Port  Arthur,  instead  of  Cam¬ 
eron  Parish,  the  loss  of  life  would  have 
been  8,000  or  10,000,  instead  of  a  few 
hundred.  Hurricane  Carla  demon¬ 


strated  the  great  need  in  Port  Arthur  for 
hurricane  protection. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  my 
State  for  bringing  to  the  Senate  a  bill 
which  will  provide  hurricane  protection 
for  Port  Arthur.  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Senator  will  be  able  to  accept  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Texas  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers.  I  recom¬ 
mend  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma.  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  brief  explanation  of 
the  amendment,  and  a  letter  which  I 
have  received  from  the  Deputy  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  dated  Oc¬ 
tober  3,  1962.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  both  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  letter  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows; 

My  amendment  authorizes  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Big  Pine  and  Sanders  Creek  proj¬ 
ects  in  Lamar  and  Bed  River  Counties, 
Tex.  The  proposed  construction  would  con¬ 
sist  of  a  dam  on  each  of  these  creeks,  with 
resulting  flood  control  and  water  supply 
benefits.  Local  interests  will  contribute 
nearly  half  of  the  total  construction  costs, 
some  $7,501,000  against  Federal  costs  of 
$8,599,000. 

These  dams  are  urgently  needed,  both  to 
prevent  average  annual  flood  damages  of  over 
$140,000,  and  to  assure  a  continuing  water 
supply. 

I  am  advised  that  the  project  is  needed 
now  to  assure  a  water  supply  for  a  program 
of  industrial  development  which  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  some  3,000  jobs  In  this  rural  area.  The 
local  Interests  will  bear  the  allocable  water 
supply  costs  in  siccordance  with  the  Water 
Supply  Act  of  1958. 

All  agencies  have  favorably  reported  on 
the  bill  with  the  exception  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  which  has  not  completed  its 
studies.  However,  I  am  advised  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  does  not  object  to 
this  amendment  as  offered,  as  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  made  conditional  upon  approval  of 
the  President. 

SANDERS,  BIG  PINE,  AND  COLLIER  CREEKS,  TEX.' 

Location:  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier 
Creeks  are  right  (south)  bank  tributaries  of 
the  Red  River  in  northeast  corner  of  Texas. 

Authority:  Resolution,  House  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  adopted  May  21,  1957. 

Existing  projects:  No  Federal  improve¬ 
ments  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes 
in  any  of  the  three  watersheds. 

Problems:  Major  floods  originating  in  the 
watersheds  cause  average  amiual  damages 
estimated  at  $65,800  and  $73,800  respectively 
on  Sanders  Creek  and  Big  Pine  Creek.  Pe¬ 
riods  of  prolonged  drought  accentuate  the 
need  for  storage  for  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  purposes. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement: 
Reservoirs  on  Sanders  Creek  and  Big  Pine 
Creek,  with  total  storage  capacities  of  200,800 
and  138,600  acre-feet,  respectively,  for  pur- 
pioses  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  recreation. 
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Estimated  cost  {I960  prices) 


Pat  Mayse 
Reservoir 
(Sanders 
Creek) 

Big  Pine 
Reservoir 

Total 

Federal _ 

$4, 180, 000 

$4, 419, 000 

$8, 599, 000 

Non-Pedcral . 

1  3, 370, 000 

>  4,131,000 

17,601,000 

Total... . 

7,  .W,  000 

8,  550, 000 

10, 100, 000 

>  Amounts  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests  for  con¬ 
struction  costs  allocated  to  water  supply,  based  on  cur¬ 
rent  prices  and  estimates  of  cost. 


Project  economics 

PAT  MATSE  EESERVOIE 


Federal 

Non- 

Foderal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortl- 

$122, 400 

67,200 

$98,900 

22,500 

$221,  300 

79,700 

Malntenance,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  replacement. 

Total _ _ _ 

179,  600 

1  121, 400 

301,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ 

91,100 
189, 400 
92,  m 
117,  400 

Recreation . . . 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 

Total _ 

490, 400 

BIO  PINE  EESERVOIE 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortiza¬ 
tion . . 

$129, 100 

48,  400 

$120,900 

20,600 

$250,000 

69,000 

Maintenance,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  replacement 

Total _ _ 

177,500 

I  141,  500 

319,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ 

109,000 

220,000 

75,000 

102,200 

WfitPir  .<;npp]y 

Recreation... _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 

Total _ 

606,200 

>  Estimated  on  basis  of  costs  currently  allocated  to 
water  supply. 


water  supply. 

Benefit-cost  ratio: 

Pat  Mayse  Reservoir _  1.6 

Big  Pine  Reservoir _ 1.  6 


Local  cooperation:  Bear  all  costs  all  allo¬ 
cated  water  supply  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  such 
costs  currently  estimated  at  $7,501,000  for 
construction  and  $43,100  annually  for  main¬ 
tenance,  operation,  and  replacements;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  water 
rights  claims.  Local  interests  agree. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies: 

State  of  Texas :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommend 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  fish  and 
wildlife  pmposes. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  3,  1962. 
Hon.  Weight  Patman, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Patman:  This  will  confirm  our 
conversation  this  afternoon  regarding  the 
Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks,  Tex., 
project.  As  I  advised  you,  we  have  not  been 
able  to  complete  our  work  on  this  project 
because  of  certain  problems  which  we  have 
encountered.  However,  we  hope  to  be  able 
to  resolve  these  shortly. 

In  view  of  the  urgency  which  you  stated 
was  involved  in  the  prompt  authorization  of 
this  project  in  the  1962  Flood  Control  Act, 


the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  not  inter¬ 
pose  any  objection  to  its  inclusion  in  the  bill 
now  pending  before  the  Congress  provided 
the  following  language  is  included  in  any 
amendment  to  this  blU  relating  to  the 
project: 

“The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and 
Collier  Creeks,  Tex.,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,- 
100,000,  subject  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  of 
the  President.” 

Sincerely  yours, 

Thos.  B.  St  a  ATS, 
Deputy  Director. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  send  an  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  At  the  end  of  the 
bill  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  following 
new  section : 

Sec.  213.  The  Wllkesboro  Reservoir  fiood 
control  project,  Yadkin  River,  North  Caro¬ 
lina.  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1946,  shall  hereafter  be  known  and  desig¬ 
nated  as  the  W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir.  in  honor  of  the  late  Senator  W.  Kerr 
Scott  of  North  Carolina.  Any  law,  regula¬ 
tion,  document,  or  record  of  the  United 
States  in  which  such  project  is  designated 
or  referred  to  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of  the 
W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  it  would  be  most  fitting  for 
the  Congress  to  name  the  flood  control 
project  on  the  Yadkin  River  at  Wilkes- 
boro  in  honor  of  the  late  Senator  W. 
Kerr  Scott. 

I  have,  therefore,  on  behalf  of  Sena¬ 
tor  Ervin  and  myself,  submitted  an 
amendment  to  the  omnibus  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  rivers  and  harbors  bill  which 
would  designate  the  Wilkesboro  project 
as  the  “W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir.” 

For  some  time  I  have  sincerely  felt 
that  this  outstanding  project  should  be 
named  in  honor  of  Senator  Scott  because 
of  the  tremendous  amount  of  work  he 
did  in  making  the  project  a  reality.  Al¬ 
though  a  great  many  people  have  been 
instrumental  in  bringing  the  project  to 
completion,  it  was  Senator  Scott  who 
spearheaded  the  efforts  to  obtain  con¬ 
struction  funds  for  it  soon  after  he  came 
to  the  Senate  in  1954. 

As  Governor  of  North  Carolina,  and 
later  as  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  Kerr 
Scott  was  widely  known  for  the  deep 
interest  he  had  in  the  development  of 
our  water  resources.  He  often  said  that 
the  progress  we  would  make  in  the  fu- 
tm’e  would  be  measured  by  the  progress 
we  made  in  developing  our  water  re¬ 
sources.  The  valuable  work  he  did  on 
the  Wilkesboro  project,  and  other  water 
projects  in  North  Carolina,  brought  a 
new  awareness  among  our  people  of  the 
vital  role  water  conservation  plays  in 
our  economy. 

The  Wilkesboro  project  was  dedicated 
only  a  few  weeks  ago  and  I  attended 
the  dedication  ceremonies.  In  spite  of 
some  controversy  that  delayed  action  on 
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the  project  for  many  years,  all  of  the 
people  in  Wilkes  County  and  in  north¬ 
western  North  Carolina  today  are  indeed 
proud  of  the  fine  reservoir  that  is  now 
being  filled  and  of  the  great  prospects 
this  project  holds  for  the  development  of 
a  large  area  of  our  State. 

During  his  career  as  commissioner  of 
agriculture,  as  Governor,  and  as  Senator, 
Kerr  Scott  was  always  known  as  a  build¬ 
er  and  one  who  firmly  believed  that 
North  Carolina  and  the  South  could 
reach  their  full  economic  potential  only 
by  going  forward  with  the  task  of  de¬ 
veloping  our  natural  resources. 

I  think  it  is  only  right  and  proper 
that  we  now  take  note  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  work  he  did  toward  this  end  by  nam¬ 
ing  the  Wilkesboro  project  in  his  honor. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
concur  in  everything  which  my  able  and 
distinguished  colleague  [Mr.  Jordan]  has 
said  and  to  join  him  in  urging  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  naming  the 
Wilkesboro  dam  and  reservoir  the  W. 
Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

As  commissioner  of  agriculture,  as 
Governor  of  North  Carolina,  and  as  a 
Member  of  the  Senate,  W.  Kerr  Scott 
exerted  tireless  energy  in  bringing  to  the 
people  who  dwell  upon  the  farms  of 
North  Carolina  a  more  abundant  life. 
One  of  his  great  interests  in  this  area, 
as  well  as  in  the  economic  area  gener¬ 
ally,  was  in  the  conseiwation  of  water 
resources  and  the  prevention  of  floods. 
For  those  reasons  it  is  most  fitting  that 
the  great  dam  and  reservoir  on  the  Yad¬ 
kin  River  at  Wilkesboro  should  be  named 
in  honor  of  and  in  memory  of  the  great 
services  which  W.  Kerr  Scott  rendered 
to  the  people  of  our  State  and  Nation, 
particularly  to  those  who  dwell  upon 
farms. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  urges  the  adoption 
of  the  pending  amendment.  I  have  no 
finer  memories  than  those  associated 
with  my  service  in  the  Senate  with  W. 
Kerr  Scott,  the  late  Senator  from  North 
Carolina,  who  for  many  years  had  a  seat 
very  close  to  mine  in  this  Chamber.  He 
was  one  of  the  greatest  souls  and  most 
outstanding  statesmen  I  have  ever  had 
the  pleasure  of  associating  with.  I  can 
understand  why  the  Senators  from  North 
Carolina  should  urge  the  adoption  of  an 
amendment  to  change  the  name  of  one 
of  their  great  dams  and  reservoir  the 
W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir  in 
honor  of  the  great  service  and  memory 
of  that  fine  man.  I  certainly  am  happy 
to  join  in  asking  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hart 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jordan]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  committee  on  including  in 
this  authorization  bill  a  substantial  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  Columbia  Basin.  At  the 
present  time,  the  only  authorized  dam  in 
the  basin  on  which  construction  has  not 
started  is  Libby  Dam  in  northwestern 
Montana, 

This  project,  designated  by  former 
Secretary  of  Interior  Douglas  McKay,  as 
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“one  of  the  most  valuable  projects  on 
the  Columbia  River  system,  urgently 
needed,”  has  been  stalled  by  negotiations 
with  Canada.  In  the  closing  days  of  the 
Eisenhower  administration,  a  Columbia 
River  Ti'eaty  was  negotiated  and 
promptly  ratified  by  the  United  States. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  the 
United  States  would  build  Libby,  and 
Canada  would  construct  three  high  dams 
on  the  Columbia  in  Canada.  Ratification 
in  Canada  ran  into  opposition  and  has 
not  taken  place  yet.  The  provision  of  the 
treaty  for  export  and  sale  of  Columbia 
River  power  to  the  United  States  was 
the  principal  obstacle.  However,  on 
September  27,  Governor  General  Vanier, 
in  his  speech  from  the  throne  of  the 
opening  of  the  first  session  of  the  25th 
Canadian  Parliament  said: 

It  Is  hoped  that  arrangements  will  soon  he 
completed  that  will  make  it  possible  to  sub¬ 
mit  for  your  approval  the  Columbia  River 
Treaty  and  the  legislation  required  in  Par¬ 
liament  to  implement  it.  My  Ministers  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  large-scale, 
longterm  contracts  for  the  export  of  power 
surplus  to  Canada’s  needs,  present  and  po¬ 
tential,  should  now  be  encouraged  in  order  to 
expedite  the  development  of  major  power 
projects  in  Canada  which  are  too  large  to  be 
supported  by  the  domestic  market.  Such 
exports  can  also  strengthen  our  balance  of 
payments. 

This  means  that  Libby  Dam  may  he 
cleared  for  construction  next  year.  In 
preparation  for  such  clearance  the  cur¬ 
rent  public  works  appropriation  bill 
contains  planning  and  development 
money. 

With  the  beginning  of  construction  of 
Libby  there  will  be  nothing  in  the  pipe¬ 
line  for  future  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  entire  Pacific  Northwest. 
Passage  and  approval  of  the  Columbia 
River  section  in  S.  3773  will  provide  for 
planned  and  continuous  development  for 
the  decade  ahead.  Some  of  the  projects 
herein  authorized  may  not  be  ready  for 
actual  construction  for  several  years  but 
their  authorization  at  this  time  will  per¬ 
mit  orderly  planning  and  assurance  of 
continuous  increase  in  power  and  mul- 
tiple-pui’pose  development  of  water  re¬ 
sources  so  projects  will  be  ready  for  con- 
sti-uction  when  the  present  dams  are 
completed  or  nearing  completion. 

Knowles  Dam  in  western  Montana  is 
an  example.  For  a  generation  the  Mon¬ 
tana  Power  Co.  has  talked  about  building 
run-of-the-river  dams  at  one  or  another 
site  in  the  reach  of  the  river  that  will  be 
inundated  by  Knowles.  Authorization 
will  determine  that  this  flood  control, 
power  and  recreation  multiple-purpose 
project  is  to  be  constructed  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  that,  with  existing 
storage  and  Bruces  Eddy,  also  authorized 
in  this  bill,  and  with  Canadian  storage 
will  amount  to  a  storage  capacity  on  the 
Columbia  of  24,600,000  acre  feet.  Their 
construction  would  approach  the  flood 
control  goal  set  for  the  Columbia  and  its 
tributaries. 

The  total  estimated  cost  of  the  four 
projects  for  the  Columbia  Basin — 
Knowles.  Asotin,  Bruces  Eddy,  and  China 
Gardens — plus  the  four  projects  in  the 
Willamette  Basin  will  be  more  than  $670 
million.  The  amount  authorized  to  be 


appropriated  for  these  projects  is  the  sum 
of  $226  million.  Inasmuch  as  Knowles 
is  to  be  built  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion,  Department  of  the  Interior,  $50 
million  is  specifically  set  aside  for  its 
use  for  Knowles. 

It  is  suitable  and  proper  that  the  au¬ 
thorization  proceed  in  this  manner.  In 
the  case  of  Knowles,  complete  authoriza¬ 
tion,  at  this  time,  will  give  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  authority  to  begin  negoti¬ 
ating  with  the  Flathead-Kootenai  Tribe 
for  compensation  for  their  power  sites 
and  for  payment  of  tribal  land  to  be  in¬ 
undated.  One  method  of  compensation 
suggested  at  the  hearing  was  the  reser¬ 
vation  of  a  block  of  power  for  a  perpetual 
income  for  the  tribe,  allowing  the  tribe 
to  take  advantage  of  its  tribal  assets  by 
using  such  a  block  of  power  to  attract 
industry  to  or  near  the  reservation  and 
providing  additional  economic  opportu¬ 
nities  for  members  of  the  tribe  and 
nearby  communities.  It  may  be  that  a 
combination  of  outright  payment  and 
power  reservation,  or  some  other  provi¬ 
sion,  will  be  the  ultimate  result  of  such 
negotiations.  But  until  there  is  au¬ 
thorization  these  negotiations  cannot 
begin. 

The  subject  of  reservation  of  a  block 
of  power  for  the  Flathead-Kootenai  tribe 
brings  up  the  other  important  negotia¬ 
tion  that  will  come  about  as  a  result 
of  authorization  in  this  bill.  That  is  a 
power  reservation  for  Montana. 

If  all  or  part  of  the  tribal  compensa¬ 
tion  consists  of  setting  aside  a  block  of 
power,  then  such  block  may  be  all  or 
part  of  the  at-site  power  reservation  for 
the  State  of  Montana  that  Senator 
Mansfield,  Representative  Olsen  and  I 
have  specified  must  be  a  part  of  the 
agreement  for  final  construction.  How¬ 
ever,  other  alternatives  open  up  with 
this  authorization.  The  senior  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]  has  in¬ 
troduced  a  bill,  with  which  I  agree  in 
principle,  that  provides  for  a  power  res¬ 
ervation  for  Montana  at  all  Federal 
projects.  The  enactment  of  this  meas¬ 
ure  would  solve  the  question  of  a  power 
reservation  without  further  legislation 
on  that  subject.  Such  a  power  reserva¬ 
tion  is  justified  for  upstream  States  for 
a  variety  of  reasons  that  have  been  fre¬ 
quently  cited  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
but  especially  for  the  reasons  given  by 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church] 
in  his  testimony  on  Bruces  Eddy  Dam 
as  follows : 

The  Bruces  Eddy  Dam,  like  Hungry  Horse 
Dam  in  western  Montana  and  other  dams, 
will  help  to  regulate  the  flow  of  the  river  in 
such  a  way  as  to  augment  the  power  poten¬ 
tial  of  the  generating  facilities  in  the  run-of- 
the-river  dams  downstream.  This  priority 
would  not  apply  to  any  other  than  onsite 
power.  As  the  chairman  knows,  in  western 
Montana,  there  is  such  a  priority  at  the 
Hungry  Horse  Dam,  which  reserves  for  the 
priority  use  of  Montana  the  onsite  power 
developed  at  that  site.  We  would  like  to  see 
the  Bruces  Eddy  Dam  treated  the  same  way 
for  the  benefit  of  Idaho.  We  recognize  that 
the  economies  of  both  the  States  of  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon  are  more  advanced  than 
our  own  in  terms  of  industrialization: 

And  there  is  a  very  real  possibility  that 
once  a  dam  of  this  size  is  built  inside  Idaho, 
the  power  will  be  drained  off  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  more  industrialized  economies 
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in  Oregon  and  Washington,  and  we  won’t 
have  the  benefit  of  that  power  when  indus¬ 
trial  growth  occurs  in  our  own  State. 

So  we  feel  for  this  reason  that  this  Is  a 
moderate  and  a  reasonable  request,  that  it 
is  well  suited  and  adapted  to  the  needs  of 
the  economy  of  our  State,  that  it  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  treatment  already  given  at  the 
Hungry  Horse  in  western  Montana,  and  that 
therefore  it  ought  to  be  favorably  acted  upon 
by  this  committee. 

In  discussing  these  matters  with  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  it  is  agreed  that  we 
will  prepare  general  language  for  such 
power  reservations  as  would  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  entire  Columbia  Basin.  The 
upstream  States,  where  the  storage  is  lo¬ 
cated,  will  work  with  the  downstream 
States,  which  get  downstream  benefits, 
to  get  equitable  benefits  for  the  upstream 
contribution.  Such  legislation,  gener¬ 
ally  applicable,  would  take  care  of  the 
power  reservation  desired  by  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  and  that  sought  by  the  Mon¬ 
tana  Senators. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Montana  yield? 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  am  glad  to  yfeld  to 
the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
introduced  by  the  distinguished  major¬ 
ity  leader  [Mr.  Mansfield]  represents 
one  of  the  w’ays  by  which  to  solve  the 
problem  to  w’hich  the  junior  Senator 
from  Montana  has  referred.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  real  progress  may  be  made  in 
that  direction  in  the  next  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

As  the  Senator  from  Montana  knows, 
high  storage  dams  situated  upstream 
confer  very  large  benefits  upon  the  run- 
of-the-river  dams  located  downstream 
in  the  States  of  Oregon  and  Washing¬ 
ton.  By  regularizing  the  flow  of  water 
downstream,  they  augment  the  power 
potential  of  the  nm-of-the-river  dams 
and  thus  confer  real,  direct,  and  sub¬ 
stantial  benefits  upstream. 

I  think  it  is  entirely  reasonable  for 
States  situated  as  are  Idaho  and  Mon¬ 
tana  to  ask  for  special  consideration 
when  it  comes  to  the  right  to  claim  the 
onsite  power  developed  by  high  storage 
dams  in  the  high  mountain  areas.  If 
we  do  not  have  a  certain  priority  right 
to  that  power,  then  we  will  always  face 
the  possibility  that  the  more  industrial¬ 
ized  economies  downstream  may  drain 
off  the  power  from  the  dams  situation 
in  our  States  and  thus,  in  effect,  deny 
us  the  full  benefit  of  the  projects. 

I  think  we  are  seeking  something 
which  is  most  reasonable  and  fair,  con¬ 
sidering  the  contribution  which  the  high 
dams  in  the  upper  reaches  make  to  the 
downriver  low  head  dams  by  increasing 
their  power  potential. 

I  pledge  my  full  support  to  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Montana  in  a  common  effort 
to  find  a  legislative  solution  which  will 
be  equitable  for  all  concerned. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Idaho  for  a 
succinct  summary  of  some  of  the  reasons 
for  a  power  reservation.  We  have  been 
working  together  on  proposed  legislation 
to  be  introduced  next  year  which  will 
provide  a  basin  solution  for  the  problem. 
Most  of  the  land  to  be  inundated  is  in 
the  upstream  area,  and  much  benefit  will 
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be  conferred  in  the  downstream  area.  I 
feel  certain  that  the  Senators  from 
Washington  and  Oregon,  States  which 
will  benefit  from  the  upstream  storage, 
will  cooperate  with  us  to  have  general 
legislation  passed.  I  hope  it  will  be 
passed  before  it  is  necessary  to  seek  an 
additional  authorization  for  specific 
amounts  as  provided  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  fail¬ 
ing  the  other  approaches,  it  will.be  neces- 
saiT  to  seek  an  additional  amount  for 
construction,  and  we  can  be  prepared  to 
submit  a  request  similar  to  the  Hungry 
Horse  formula,  with  special  application 
to  Knowles.  The  other  approaches  are 
more  desirable,  and  there  will  be  time  to 
attempt  them.  At  the  same  time,  there 
will  be  a  necessity  to  authorize  further 
funds  and  an  opportunity  to  make  a  spe¬ 
cial  reservation  if  such  is  needed. 

Regarding  another  portion  fof  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  system,  the  committee  took 
no  action  at  this  time  on  High  Mountain 
Sheep  or  Nez  Perce.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  recommended 
a  Federal  project  for  the  Middle  Snake 
River  in  the  area  of  the  Salmon  River, 
but  with  the  further  recommendation 
that  selection  and  authorization  of  the 
project,  either  Mountain  Sheep  or  alter¬ 
native,  be  deferred  pending  further  study 
of  the  fishery  problem.  Competing 
applications  for  the  licensing  of  a  non- 
Federal  project  at  the  alternate  Momi- 
tain  Sheep  or  Nez  Perce  sites  are  now 
before  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 
Subsequent  to  transmittal  of  the  report 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Ai-my  to  the 
Congress  on  April  25,  1962,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  advised  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  that  the  fishery  studies  in 
progress  show  little  promise  of  an  early 
solution  to  the  fishery  problem  at  the 
Nez  Perce  site,  and  he,  therefore,  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  Mountain  Sheep  site  be 
recommended  for  Federal  development. 
The  Federal  Power  Commission  has  not 
concluded  its  consideration  of  the  license 
applications  before  it  and  accordingly 
the  committee  was  not  informed  whether 
the  Commission  proposes  to  make  a 
recommendation  to  the  Congress  under 
section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
In  these  circumstances  it  is  reasonable 
to  conclude  that  consideration  of  a  pos¬ 
sible  Federal  project  should  be  deferred 
for  the  time  being  without  prejudice. 

Water  resource  development,  so  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  future  of  the  Columbia 
Basin,  will  grind  to  a  halt  if  this  bill  is 
not  passed  with  the  Columbia  Basin  pro¬ 
visions  Intact.  Only  4  of  the  11  projects 
originally  recommended  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  remain  in  the  bill.  Other 
projects,  such  as  the  dam  at  Nine  Mile 
Prairie,  the  Flathead  outlet  improve¬ 
ment,  the  Penny  Cliff  Dam,  interfered 
with  essential  fish  and  wildlife  and  recre¬ 
ation  and  have  been  stricken  from  the 
bill.  The  approval  of  storage  at  Knowles 
will  take  off  the  pressure  for  storage  at 
Nine  Mile  Prairie  and  Penny  Cliffs  and 
leave  those  stretches  of  the  river  open  for 
recreational  development.  Storage  at 
Knowles  will  eliminate  the  need  for  al¬ 


ternate  storage  at  Glacier  View  and 
Smoky  Range  which  would  include 
Glacier.  Power  at  Knowles  will  also 
eliminate  the  need  for  a  power  project 
at  Spruce  Park,  which  would  destroy 
valuable  fish  and  recreation  areas.  I 
hope  we  may  keep  this  section  of  the  bill 
intact. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment  for  myself  and  on 
behalf  of  my  colleague  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 
He  is  not  in  the  Chamber  at  the  moment, 
but  I  am  satisfied  that  his  name  should 
be  added  as  a  cosponsor,  because  we  of¬ 
fered  a  similar  amendment  together 
once  before. 

The  amendment  would  grant  to  the 
Duke  Power  Co.  the  right  to  build  a 
private  dam  on  the  Savannah  River.  I 
understand  the  proposal  has  been 
cleared  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
also  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  dam  would  not  be  built  by  the 
Government,  but  by  a  private  concern. 
I  am  glad  to  offer  the  amendment  be¬ 
cause  while  I  have  been  a  supporter  of 
public  p>ower  for  a  long  time,  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  assure  private  power  com¬ 
panies  that  I  am  not  against  them.  I 
wish  that  they  also  would  build  more 
dams. 

The  amendment  merely  provides  au¬ 
thorization. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  as  folldws: 

At  the  appropriate  place  it  Is  proposed  to 
insert:  That  the  consent  of  Congress  is  here¬ 
by  granted  to  Duke  Power  Company,  its 
successors  and  assigns,  to  construct,  main¬ 
tain,  and  operate  a  dam  across  Savannah 
River  between  Anderson  County,  South  Car¬ 
olina,  and  Elbert  County,  Georgia,  near 
Middleton  Shoals,  and  about  two  hundred 
ninety-seven  miles  above  the  mouth  of  said 
river,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  pool 
for  condenser  water  for  a  steam-electric 
plant:  Provided,  That  work  shall  not  be 
commenced  until  the  plans  therefor  have 
been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  and 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  when 
such  plans  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  deviate  from 
such  plans  either  before  or  after  completion 
of  said  dam  unless  the  modification  of  such 
plans  has  previously  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army:  Provided  further. 
That  in  approving  the  plans  for  said  dam 
such  conditions  and  stipulations  may  be 
imposed  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  may  deem  necessary  to 
protect  the  present  and  future  Interest  of 
the  United  States:  Provided  further.  That 
this  Act  shall  not  be  constru^  to  author¬ 
ize  the  use  of  such  dam  to  develop  water¬ 
power  or  generate  hydroelectric  energy:  And 
provided  further.  That  the  grantee,  or  Its 
successors,  shall  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  all  claims  arising  from 
damage  which  may  be  sustained  by  the  dam 
herein  authorized,  or  damage  sustained  by 
the  appurtenances  of  the  said  dam,  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  future  construction  and  •  opera¬ 
tion  by  the  United  States  of  Hartwell  Reser¬ 
voir  or  any  other  Federal  project  upstream 
or  downstream  from  the  dam  herein  author¬ 
ized. 

Sec.  2.  The  authority  granted  by  this  Act 
shall  cease  and  be  deemed  null  and  void  un¬ 
less  the  actual  construction  of  the  dam 
hereby  authorized  Is  commenced  within  four 
years  and  completed  vsdthin  seven  years 
from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act. 
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Sec.  3.  The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  re¬ 
peal  this  Act  is  hereby  expressly  reserved. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  point  out  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  be  saved  more  than  $100  mil¬ 
lion  by  having  this  dam  built  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  concern  which  also  intends  to 
build  12  or  more  miles  of  railroad  lead¬ 
ing  up  to  the  steamplant,  which  will  use 
thousands  of  tons  of  coal. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hart 
in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Of  course  the  word 
“coal”  is  very  dear  to  West  Virginia. 
Today  we  need  to  expand  our  coal 
markets. 

I  have  knowledge  of  this  project  and  I 
support  it.  If  it  is  completed,  this  com¬ 
pany  will  use  approximately  31/2  million 
tons  of  bituminous  coal,  on  an  annual 
basis.  This  will  mean  very  much  to  West 
Virginia,  Kentucky,  and  other  coal- 
producing  areas. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  to  have  that  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

All  along  I  have  favored  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  two  dams,  one  at  Carter  Shoals, 
and  also  this  dam.  The  dam  at  Carter 
Shoals  is  to  be  built  by  the  Government. 
I  think  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
an  amendment  which  he  will  submit  in 
that  connection. 

But  these  two  dams  are  quite  differ¬ 
ent.  One  dam  will  be  built  privately;  the 
other  is  to  be  bxxilt  by  the  Government. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  will 
agree  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Georgia? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  like  to  wash  family  linen  in  public. 
However,  I  say  very  frankly  that  this 
issue  has  been  a  controversial  one  be¬ 
tween  certain  elements  in  the  State  of 
South  Carolina  and  all  the  people  who 
live  on  the  Georgia  side  of  the  Savannah 
River. 

Many  years  ago  a  bill  was  enacted 
providing  for  the  comprehensive  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Savannah  River  Basin  by 
the  Board  of  Engineers.  Two  vei-y  large 
dams — in  fact,  two  of  the  largest  con¬ 
templated  by  that  report,  one  at  Clark’s 
Hill  and  the  other  at  Hartwell — have  al¬ 
ready  been  constructed. 

There  was  proposed  for  construction 
on  the  Savannah  River,  in  Georgia  and 
South  Carolina,  at  what  is  known  as 
Trotters  Shoals,  a  reservoir  for  flood 
control  and  allied  purposes.  This  dam 
was  strongly  recommended  by  the  Board 
of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
imder  date  of  March  22,  1962,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $78,700,000. 

I  point  out  that  the  estimated  bene¬ 
fit-cost  ratio  for  this  project  was  1.59. 
This  is  a  public-power  project  which 
would  be  available  to  the  rural  electric 
cooperatives  and  to  the  municipalities 
on  both  sides  of  the  river. 
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I  can  understand  the  interest  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  in  the 
Duke  power  project.  That  project  will 
be  located  on  the  South  Carolina  side  of 
the  river,  although  it  will  flood  lands 
in  both  Georgia  and  South  Carolina. 
The  State  of  South  Carolina  will  get  an 
estimated  $3  million  to  $4  million  in 
taxes,  annually,  from  this  powerplant. 
Georgia  will  get  only  a  great  deal  of 
flooded  land.  However,  Mr.  President, 
I  do  not  desire  to  take  a  dog-in-the- 
manger  attitude  in  regard  to  the  projenct 
covered  by  the  amendment  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  has  offered.  The 
project  is  highly  advantageous  to  South 
Carolina,  although  it  does  not  benefit 
my  State. 

But  I  cannot  agree  to  have  this 
amendment  added  to  the  bill  unless  there 
is  also  added  to  the  bill  an  amendment 
for  the  development  of  the  project  at 
Trotters  Shoals,  on  the  Savannah  River, 
as  recommended  in  the  report  of  the 
Board  of  Engineers  in  March  1962. 

Unfortunately,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Aimy  will  not  submit  to  the  Budget 
projects  of  this  nature,  unless  they  have 
been  approved  by  the  Governors  of  all 
States  affected.  This  project  has  been 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  by  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  by  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
and  by  every  other  Federal  agency  which 
has  considered  it.  When  it  got  to  the 
office  of  the  Governor  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  he  refused  to  approve  it.  For  that 
reason — and  that  reason  alone — we  do 
not  have  before  us  a  Budget  estimate  for 
this  project. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  of  the  project 
is  highly  favorable;  it  is  much  above 
that  of  many  projects  we  are  approving. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  announce 
now  that  I  shall  offer  an  amendment  to 
this  bill,  on  page  28,  to  be  included  in 
the  construction  projects,  under  the  sub¬ 
heading  “Savannah  River  Development.” 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

The  Trotters  Shoals  Reservoir  on  the 
Savannah  River  is  hereby  authorized  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  report  of  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  dated 
March  22,  1962,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$78,700,000. 

I  shall  offer  that  amendment  on  my 
own  behalf  and  on  behalf  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  ;  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  the  report  from 
the  U.S.  Army  Boai'd  of  Engineers. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Corps  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Army, 

Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers 
AND  Harbors, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  22,  1962. 
To:  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army. 

Subject :  Savannah  River,  Georgia  and  South 
Carolina,  Trotters  Shoals  Reservoir. 

1.  Authority. — This  report  is  In  response 
to  the  following  resolution  adopted  Septem¬ 
ber  12,  1961: 

Resolved  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  That  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  created 
under  section  3  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act,  approved  June  13,  1902,  be,  and  Is  here¬ 
by,  requested  to  review  the  reports  of  the 


Chief  of  Engineers  on  the  Savannah  River, 
Georgia  and  South  Carolina,  published  as 
House  Document  No.  657,  78th  Congress.  2d 
session,  and  Senate  Document  No.  6,  87th 
Congress,  1st  session,  with  a  view  to  deter¬ 
mining  whether  the  recommendations  con¬ 
tained  therein  should  be  modified  at  the 
present  time,  with  particular  reference  to 
the  advisability  of  constructing  a  reservoir 
at  the  Trotters  Shoals  site  for  flood  control 
and  allied  purposes. 

2.  Physical  description. — The  Savannah 
River  drains  10,580  square  miles,  with  55 
percent  in  Georgia,  43  percent  in  South 
Carolina,  and  2  percent  in  North  Carolina. 
The  stream  rises  on  the  southern  slope  of 
the  Blue  Ridge  Mountains  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina  and  flows  southeasterly  about  400  miles 
in  a  meandering  course  through  the  Pied¬ 
mont  Plateau  and  the  coastal  plain  to  the 
Atlantic  Ocean.  The  fall  from  headwaters 
to  mouth  is  more  than  2,000  feet.  The  to¬ 
pography  of  the  watershed  is  hilly  to  moun¬ 
tainous.  The  river  with  certain  of  its  trib¬ 
utaries  forms  the  boundary  between  Geor¬ 
gia  and  South  Carolina. 

3.  Existing  improvement.. — A  general  plan 
for  development  of  the  water  resources  of 
the  Savannah  River  Basin  was  approved  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  This  plan 
consists  of  11  reservoir  projects  for  power, 
flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  purposes. 
These  projects,  in  the  order  recommended  for 
construction  to  meet  demands  for  hydro¬ 
electric  power,  are  Clark  Hill,  Hartwell,  Goat 
Island,  and  Middleton  Shoals,  all  on  Sa¬ 
vannah  River;  and  Camp  Creek,  War  Woman, 
Rogues  Ford,  Sand  Bottom,  Tallow  Hill,  An¬ 
thony  Shoals,  and  Newry-Old  Pickens,  all  on 
tributarlgs  of  the  Savannah  River.  The  act 
also  authorized  the  construction  of  the  first 
unit — Clark  Hill  Reservoir— now  completed 
and  in  full  operation.  The  project  generates 
hydroelectric  power,  controls  floods,  provides 
incidental  regulation  of  streamflow  for 
navigation  below  Augusta  and  furnishes  a 
raw  water  supply  for  McCormick,  S.C.  Hart¬ 
well  Reservoir  was  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1950  and  is  now  nearing  com¬ 
pletion.  The  project  is  planned  for  genera¬ 
tion  of  hydroelectric  power  with  Incidental 
augmentation  of  regulated  flow  for  naviga¬ 
tion  below  Augusta,  the  control  of  floods,  and 
the  future  needs  of  industrial  and  domestic 
water  users.  The  remaining  projects  of  the 
approved  plan  have  not  been  authorized. 
Pertinent  data  for  Clark  Hill  and  Hartwell 
Reservoirs  follow: 


Item 

Clark  Hill 

Hartwell 

Reservoir 

Re.servoir 

Location,  miles  above 
mouth  of  Savaimah  River. 
Drainage  area  above  dam. 

238 

305 

square  miles  _ 

6,144 

2,088 

Reservoir  storage,  acre-feet: 

Gross _ _ 

2,900,000 

2,  858, 100 

Usable: 

Flood  control. . . 

390,000 

295,  500 

Hydropower  and  low- 

flow  regulation  for 
navigation _ 

1,340,000 

1,427,000 

Installed  capacity: 

Units,  number _ 

7 

I  5 

Total  kilowatts _ 

280,000 

330,000 

Estimated  cost: 

First  cost  (August  1961)... 
Operation  and  mainte- 

$79,509,000 

$86, 215,000 

nance . 

$531,600 

I  Initially  4. 


4.  The  Federal  navigation  project  for  Sa¬ 
vannah  River  extends  from  the  head  of  navi¬ 
gation  at  Augusta,  Ga.,  20  miles  below  Clark 
Hill  Dam.  to  the  upper  end  of  Savannah 
Harbor,  about  199  miles.  The  controlling 
depth  is  6  feet  throughout  the  year.  The 
authorized  project  provides  for  a  channel  9 
feet  deep  and  90  feet  wide  for  a  discharge 
of  5,300  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Augusta 
with  Clark  Hill  powerplant  operating.  The 
work  consists  of  one  lock  and  dam  at  New 
Savannah  Bluff,  a  few  miles  below  Augusta; 
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and  dredging,  open-river  regulation,  bank 
stabilization,  cutoff  closmes,  and  channel 
clearing.  The  lock  and  dam  was  completed 
in  1937.  The  work  remaining  to  be  done  is 
the  deepening  and  widening  of  the  channel 
for  its  entire  length.  This  work,  now  under¬ 
way,  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  June 
1962  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,660,000.  The 
Federal  project  for  Savannah  Harbor  provides 
31  miles  of  turning  basins  and  channel  from 
the  ocean  to  terminal  facilities  at  and  near 
Savannah,  all  for  deep-draft  vessels.  The 
only  other  authorized  project  in  the  Savan¬ 
nah  River  Basin  is  the  Augusta  levee  com¬ 
pleted  in  .  1941.  This  levee,  built  by  the 
city  to  protect  Augusta  from  floods',  was 
raised  and  improved  by  the  United  States. 

5.  General  economy. — The  population  of 
the  basin  above  Augusta  was  780,000  in  1960. 
Populations  of  the  largest  cities  were:  70,600, 
Augusta,  Ga.;  41,300,  Anderson,  S.C.,  and 
16,600.  Greenwood,  S.C.  The  principal  indus¬ 
tries  have  been  expanding  ■  in  recent  years. 
These  are  textiles,  paper  pulp,  and  the  min¬ 
ing  of  granite  and  kaolin.  The  basin  has 
extensive  stands  of  both  softwood  and  hard¬ 
wood.  The  economy  of  the  area  now  being 
considered  is  expanding  rapidly. 

6.  Hydrology. — Correlation  of  streamflow 
records  in  the  basin  provides  a  continuous 
record  of  average  monthly  flows  since  1925. 
The  actual  average  annual  runoff  for  the 
period  1927  to  1960  at  Calhoun  Falls  just 
above  the  Clark  Hill  pool  and  below  Hart¬ 
well  is  estimated  at  5,200  cubic  feet  per 
second  or  1.80  cubic  feet  per  second  per 
square  mile.  The  flow  of  the  river  at  the 
head  of  the  reach  under  study  will  depend 
completely  on  the  operation  of  the  Hartwell 
project.  The  average  annual  flow  from  the 
Hartwell  Reservoir  is  expected  to  be  4,300 
cubic  feet  per  second;  and  average  flow  for 
the  critical  low-flow  period  for  power  gen¬ 
eration  is  estimated  at  3,560  cubic  feet  per 
second.  Instantaneous  flow  is  expected  to 
range  from  zero  to  a  maximum  of  25,600  cubic 
feet  per  second  with  the  initial  four  units 
in  operation.  Hartwell  Reservoir,  now  near¬ 
ing  completion,  will  completely  control  all 
floods  except  those  of  rare  occurrence. 

7.  Problems. — The  objective  of  the  investi¬ 
gation  is  to  determine  the  advisability  of 
modifying  the  recommendations  of  the  prior 
report  (H.  Doc.  657,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.) , 
forming  the  basis  for  authorization  of  the 
general  plan  of  development  in  1944,  and 
the  recommendations  of  the  more  recent 
report,  published  as  Senate  Document  6. 
87th  Congress,  first  session,  uF>on  which  Con¬ 
gress  has  taken  no  action,  all  with  particular 
reference  to  the  advisability  of  constructing 
a  reservoir  at  the  Trotters  Shoals  site  for 
flood  control  and  allied  purposes. 

8.  The  accomplishment  of  this  objective 
requires  a  determination  of  the  next  logical 
step  in  the  approved  general  plan  for  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Savan¬ 
nah  River  Basin.  It  was  established  early 
that  this  would  be  primarily  for  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generation  on  the  main  stem 
of  the  Savannah  River  and  would  be  in  the 
30-mile  reach  between  the  upper  limits  of 
the  Clark  Hill  Pool  and  the  Hartwell  Dam 
site.  The  early  report  forming  the  basis  for 
authorization  of  the  general  plan,  proposed 
in  this  reach,  the  Middleton  Shoals  site 
(mile  295.7,  maximum  power  pool  elevation 
475)  and  the  Goat  Island  site  (mile  277.6, 
maximum  power  pool  elevation  430) .  The 
recent  report  published  as  Senate  Document 
6  proposed  the  Carters  Island  site  (mile 
283.2,  maximum  power  pool  elevation  480) 
and  the  Goat  Island  site  (mile  277.6,  maxi¬ 
mum  power  pool  elevation  375).  This 
change  from  the  previous  plan  was  made 
because  the  selected  location  of  Hartwell 
Dam  and  the  potential  for  pump-storage 
facilities  there  permitted  a  higher  pool 
downstream  than  previously  planned;  be¬ 
cause  costly  highway  and  railroad  relocations 
would  be  avoided  near  Calhoun  Falls,  S.C.; 
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and  in  order  to  keep  from  flooding  a  future 
site  for  construction  of  a  pulp  or  paper  mill 
at  the  mouth  of  Rocky  River  near  Calhoun 
Palls  which  required  holding  the  maximum 
power  pool  at  or  below  elevation  375  In  that 
area.  Since  that  time  there  has  been  no 
known  deflnite  commitment  toward  con¬ 
struction  of  a  mill  at  this  location.  And 
there  are  no  firm  data  presently  available 
showing  that  installation  of  a  pump-turbine 
unit  at  the  Hartwell  powerplant  would  be 
economically  advisable  In  the  near  future. 
Further,  the  Duke  Power  Co.  proposes  to 
construct  a  dam  across  the  Savannah  River 
at  mile  296.6,  to  provide  reregulation  of  Hart¬ 
well  flows  for  steam  station  use  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  thermal  barrier  between  intake  and 
discharge  points  of  the  cooling  system.  The 
power  company  has  stated  that  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  dam  in  this  reach  of  the  river  with 
either  475  or  480  elevations  of  the  power  pool 
would  be  compatible  with  the  construction 
of  their  proposed  steam  station.  Prelimi¬ 
nary  information  indicates  that  an  increase 
from  475  to  480  In  the  pool  elevation  of  a 
proposed  hydropower  dam  would  Increase  the 
cost  of  the  power  company’s  dam  about 
$1,200,000.  Although  the  possibility  of  con¬ 
structing  a  single  high  dam  to  develop  the 
entire  head  potential  of  the  reach  was  con¬ 
sidered  in  prior  reports — both  at  the  Trot¬ 
ters  Shoals  and  Goat  Island  sites — no  thor¬ 
ough  investigation  of  a  high-head  dam  at 
either  site  was  made. 

9.  There  is  a  growing  demand  for  power 
in  this  area.  The  available  head  In  the  30- 
mile  reach  under  study  is  about  150  feet. 
The  drainage  area  tributary  to  the  reach  is 
about  800  square  miles.  As  to  the  need  for 
mrmlclpal  and  industrial  water  supply,  there 
is  at  the  present  time  no  known  specific  de¬ 
mand  for  storage  from  any  reservoir  that 
may  be  proposed  for  the  reach. 

10.  Improvements  desired. — The  State  of 
Georgia,  through  its  General  Assembly, 
urged  overall  development  of  the  Savannah 
River  in  general  accordance  with  the  plan 
approved  by  Congress.  The  electric  coopera¬ 
tives  of  Georgia,  South  Carolina,  and  North 
Carolina  believe  that  orderly  and  full  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Savannah  River  for  generation 
of  hydro-electric  power  is  necessary.  These 
Interests  favored  construction  of  the  Carters 
Island-Goat  Island  combination  proposed  in 
the  recent  report  (published  as  S.  Doc.  No.  6, 
87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.).  On  the  other  hand, 
representatives  of  the  State  of  South  Carolina 
and  South  Carolina  coimties  bordering  the 
affected  reach  opposed  the  proposed  improve¬ 
ment  mainly  because  it  was  believed  that 
Industrial  development  would  be  prevented 
or  hindered  by  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
water  and  by  the  usurpation  of  industrial 
sites,  thus  adversely  affecting  the  economy 
of  the  area.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his 
report  noted  that  the  proposed  Carters  Is¬ 
land  and  Goat  Island  Reservoirs  were  located 
in  the  States  of  Georgia  and  South  Carolina: 
and  that  the  Governor  of  the  latter  State, 
in  his  capacity  as  head  of  the  State  and 
supported  by  the  concurrent  resolution  of 
the  General  Assembly  of  South  Carolina,  had 
expressed  strenuous  opposition  to  the  pro¬ 
posal.  Consequently,  no  recommendation 
for  authorization  of  the  projects  was  made; 
and  no  action  thus  far  has  been  taken  by 
the  Congress. 

11.  Improvements  proposed. — The  district 
engineer  now  finds  the  most  suitable  de¬ 
velopment  to  be  a  single  dam  at  Trotters 
Shoals,  river  mile  276.2,  about  1  mile  up¬ 


stream  from  the  old  Trotters  Shoals  site. 
Storage  for  hydroelectric  power  generation 
would  be  provided  between  elevations  472 
and  475.  Between  elevations  475  and  480 
(top  of  gates)  storage  would  be  provided  for 
minor  flood  regulation  and  to  offset  loss  of 
valley  storage.  The  district  engineer  finds 
that  futm-e  pump-storage  facilities  could 
better  be  provided  at  this  site  than  at  the 
Hartwell  Dam  as  conceived  in  the  prior  plan 
for  the  Carters  Island-Goat  Island  combina¬ 
tion.  He  finds,  however,  that  only  a  limited 
amount  of  offpeak  steam-electric  energy  is 
now  available  for  pumping,  and  that  con¬ 
ventional  hydrogeneration  can  probably 
meet  peaking  power  demands  for  the  next 
10  years.  Accordingly,  pump-storage  facili¬ 
ties  are  not  Included  in  present  plans.  As  to 
selection  of  the  maximum  power  pool  eleva¬ 
tion  at  475  for  the  new  Trotters  Shoals  site, 
comparison  with  a  project  at  the  same  site 
having  a  power  pool  at  elevation  480  shows 
that  the  additional  costs  would  slightly  ex¬ 
ceed  the  additional  benefits,  leading  to  selec¬ 
tion  of  pool  elevation  475.  This  analysis 
excluded  consideration  of  the  additional  cost 
of  the  proposed  dam  for  the  steamplant. 
The  unfavorable  relationship  of"  the  added 
costs  and  added  benefits  was  due  to  greatly 
increased  costs  for  relocations  and  lands.  A 
substantial  portion  of  the  area  which  would 
be  required  for  a  potential  pulp  or  paper 
mill  (par.  8  above)  would  be  flooded  at  either 
poor  level.  The  district  engineer  finds 
further  that  the  present  proposal .  is  eco¬ 
nomically  more  advantageous  than  the 
previously  proposed  Carters  Island-Goat 
Island  combination  because  it  would  de¬ 
velop  more  p)ower.  An  economic  comparison 
of  the  two  proposals  on  a  comparable  basis 
follows : 


Item 

Carters 
Island  and 
Goat  Island 
combination 

Proposed 

Trotters 

Shoals 

Flr.st  costs  f.Tiily  infill 

$79,  600, 000 
$4,  864, 000 
$6,  674,  000 
$i,  710,  000 
1.35 

$78, 700, 000 
$5, 133, 000 
$7, 919, 000 
$2, 786, 000 
1.54 

Annual  charyps' 

Annual  bp.npfits 

Excess  of  benefits  over  costs» 
Benefit-to-cost  ratios 

Pertinent  physical  data  for  the  proposed 
'Trotters  Shoals  Dam  and  Reservoir  follows: 


Item 

Trotters 
Shoals  Dam 
and  Reservoir 

Dam  location,  miles  above  mouth  of 
Savannah  River _ 

276.2 

2,890 

(') 

(>) 

1, 200, 000 

955,000 

57,000 

110,000 

310,000 

Drainaee  area,  sanarp  milp.s 

Type  of  dam _ _ _ 

Spillwav _ 

Reservoir  storage,  acre-feet: 

Gross  at  maximum  design  pool,  ele¬ 
vation  489 . . . . . 

Gross  at  top  of  flood-control  pool  (top 
of  gates),  elevation  480 _ 

Usable: 

Power  pondage,  elevations  472  to  476. 
Minor  flood  regulation,  elevations 
475  to  480 . . 

Installed  (Ann)  capacity,  kilowatts _ 

Average  annual  energy,  kilowatt-hours.. 

471,400,000 

>  Concrete  gravity  with  roUed-earth  embankments  at 
each  abutment. 

>  Concrete  gravity  with  16  taintor  gates,  40  feet  wide 
by  35  feet  high. 

12,  Costs  and  feasibility. — ^The  estimated 
first  cost,  annual  charges,  and  economic 
feasibility  are: 


Item 

Trotters 

Shoals 

Reservoir 

First  costs  (July  1961); 

'Total  construction  Including  public 
use  and  access  (all  Federal) _ 

$78,670,000 

30,000 

Preauthorization  studies . . . . 

Total... . . . 

78,700,000 

Annual  economic  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

2,410,000 

483,000 
2, 108,000 
132,000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  major 
renlaf:empnts 

7'axes  foregone 

Other  losses  .  . 

Total  annual  charges 

6,133,000 

.Average  annual  economic  benefits: 

Power _ 

7,525,000 

2S0.000 

114,000 

General  rccreatinn 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation 

Total. . 

7,919,000 

Ratio  of  benefits  to  costs 

1.54 

The  Interest  and  amortization  parts  of  the 
annual  charges  were  evaluated  by  using  an 
interest  rate  of  2%  percent  and  the  in¬ 
dicated  ratio  of  benefits  to  costs  is  based  on  a 
100-year  period  of  analysis.  The  total  an¬ 
nual  charges  were  allocated  by  the  alter¬ 
native  Justifiable  expenditure  method  to 
power,  general  recreation,  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  recreation  to  determine  the  allocated 
cost  to  power,  the  only  reimbursable  func¬ 
tion.  The  annual  costs  allocated  to  power, 
less  the  economic  losses  including  taxes  fore¬ 
gone,  yield  $2,565,000  as  the  present  estimate 
of  the  reimbursable  annual  cost  for  the 
power  function.  The  expected  net  power 
revenues  presently  estimated  by  the  South¬ 
eastern  Power  Administration  are  $5  million 
denoting  financial  feasibility  of  the  power 
feature. 

13.  Recommendations  of  reporting  oiB- 
cers. — The  district  engineer  believes  that 
the  proposed  Trotters  Shoals  Reservoir  for 
hydroelectric  power,  general  recreation,  and 
fish  and  wildlife  recreation  would  stimulate 
industrial  and  economic  progress  in  the  area 
and  would  Increase  land  values  and  employ¬ 
ment  by  virtue  of  its  anticipated  use  for 
recreation.  He  finds  that  the  proposed 
reservoir  with  a  maximum  power  pool  at 
elevation  475  is  economically  sound,  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  optimum  use  of  water  resources 
between  Clark  Hill  Reservoir  and  Hartwell 
Dam,  and  is  the  next  logical  step  in  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the 
orderly  management  and  use  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Savannah  River  Basin.  He 
recommends  its  construction  by  the  United 
States  and  that  authorization  provide  for 
future  development  of  pump  storage  at  the 
damsite  when  power  supply  and  demand 
warrant.  The  division  engineer  concurs. 

14.  Public  notice. — The  Division  Engineer 
Issued  a  public  notice  stating  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  reporting  oflacers  and  af¬ 
fording  Interested  parties  an  opportunity  to 
present  additional  information  to  the  board, 
Many  communications  were  received  both 
for  and  against  the  Improvement.  Those 
favoring  inprovenlent  are  the  State  of  Geor¬ 
gia,  officials  of  cities  mostly  in  Georgia,  the 
electric  cooperatives,  and  many  civic  orga¬ 
nizations.  Those  opposing  improvements  are 
the  State  of  South  Carolina,  some  city  offi¬ 
cials,  and  some  civic  organizations  of  South 
Carolina.  The  principal  reasons  given  for 
opposition  are  that  construction  of  the  pro- 
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posed  Trotters  Shoals  Reservoir  would  de¬ 
stroy  industrial  sites;  restrict  the  free  use  of 
water  by  Industrial,  municipal,  and  agricul¬ 
tural  consumers:  eliminate  free-flowing 
water  and  thus  restrict  the  water  supply 
available  for  disposal  of  industrial  wastes; 
prevent  industrial  development  and  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  new  Jobs  by  industry;  and  be  an 
economic  waste  of  funds.  In  addition,  re¬ 
quests  were  received  for  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  advisability  of  modifying  the  rec¬ 
ommended  Improvement  to  provide  for  pump 
storage  both  at  the  existing  Hartwell  power¬ 
house  and  at  the  proposed  Trotters  Shoals 
Dam.  Tlie  board  carefully  considered  the 
questions  raised  in  the  communications  re¬ 
ceived. 

VIEWS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
ENGINEERS  FOR  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

15.  Views. — Tlie  Board  of  Engineers  for 
Rivers  and  Harbors  concurs  in  general  in  the 
views  and  recommendations  of  the  reporting 
officers.  It  notes  that  cost  allocation  by  the 
separable  costs-remalning  benefits  method 
would  not  materially  change  the  results  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  reporting  officers.  The  Board 
believes,  however,  that  future  cost  alloca¬ 
tions  should  be  made  using  the  separable 
costs-remaining  benefits  method. 

16.  Recommendations. — The  Board  accord¬ 
ingly  recommends  the  further  Improvement 
of  Savannah  River,  Ga.  and  S.C.,  by  con¬ 
struction  of  Trotters  Shoals  Reservoir 
on  the  Savannah  River  for  hydro¬ 
electric  power,  general  recreation,  and  fish 
and  wildlife  recreation;  generally  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plan  of  the  District  Engineer 
and  with  such  modifications  thereof  as  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
be  advisable,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $78,- 
700,000  for  construction  and  $483,000  an¬ 
nually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
major  replacements. 

For  the  Board : 

Keith  R.  Barnet, 

Major  General,  U.S.  Army,  Chairman. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senate  sees  fit  to  approve  the  other  proj¬ 
ect,  I  certainly  hope  the  Senate  will  ap¬ 
prove  this  one,  which  would  have  been 
before  us  with  a  budget  estimate,  but 
for  the  fact  that  it  did  not  meet  with 
the  approval  of  the  Governor  of  South 
Carolina. 

I  should  like  to  have  a  statement  made 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  in  charge 
of  the  bill  with  respect  to  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  these  two 
projects  have  been  considered  by  the 
committee.  They  have  been  subject  of 
careful  study  and  analysis  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  They  have  been  reviewed 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  There  is 
a  relationship  between  them — one  which, 
in  my  judgment,  would  make  it  wise 
either  to  have  both  of  them  accepted 
or  to  have  neither  of  them  accepted. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  will 
accept  an  amendment  at  page  2  of  the 
amendment  he  has  offered,  in  line  22,  to 
consist  of  changing  the  period  to  a  colon 
and  then  adding  the  words: 

Provided  further.  That  this  authorization 
shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States. 

And  if  the  Senator  from  Georgia  will 
accept  a  similar  amendment  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  authorizing  his  project - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  have  no  objection  to 
the  proposed  amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  And  if  the  two  of  them  are 
accepted  together  with  those  provisions, 
I  would  ask  that  the  Senate  approve 
the  amendment. 


Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  junior  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  thank  my  distinguished  senior 
colleague  [Mr.  Russell]  for  taking  the 
initiative  in  offering  this  amendment  at 
this  time.  As  he  has  correctly  stated, 
there  has  been  some  controversy  between 
the  State  of  Georgia  and  the  State  of 
South  Carolina  about  these  proposals. 

It  is  the  feeling  of  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  the  people  of  Georgia  who 
live  in  the  area  contiguous  to  the  Savan¬ 
nah  River  that  these  two  projects  are 
compatible  with  each  other  and  that  they 
ought  to  be  authorized  simultaneously 
and  developed  simultaneously. 

I  desire  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  who  is  acting 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  in  charge 
of  the  bill,  for  having  accepted  author¬ 
ization  of  both  projects  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  accepting  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Johnston]  with  the  addition 
as  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  objection.  We  all  know  that  if 
the  President  does  not  want  any  of  these 
projects,  they  will  not  be  constructed. 
Personally,  I  am  for  both  projects,  as  far 
as  that  goes,  but  I  do  not  think  we  must 
have  one  to  have  the  other.  I  will  go 
that  far.  If  one  is  authorized  with  the 
other,  and  if  something  comes  up  so  that 
one  project  cannot  get  through,  I  do  not 
see  why  the  private  generating  plant 
should  not  be  built,  when  it  is  not  going 
to  cost  the  Government  anything,  and 
when  it  will  mean  much  to  the  people  in 
the  area  in  the  form  of  taxes.  It  will 
also  mean  that  coal  from  West  Virginia 
will  be  sold  to  that  area.  A  great  deal  of 
work  will  be  created  in  constructing  this 
facility  and  in  helping  employment,  for 
which  there  is  a  need  all  over  the  United 
States.  I  think  it  is  a  fine  thing.  If 
one  project  cannot  be  approved  without 
the  other,  I  have  no  objection  to  ap¬ 
proving  the  other. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  rea¬ 
son  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
suggested  that  both  projects  be  author¬ 
ized  if  either  is  authorized  is  based  upon 
the  fact  that  these  two  projects  would 
have  been  before  the  committee  for 
adoption,  and  in  my  judgment  would 
have  been  adopted,  had  it  not  been  for 
the  fact  that  there  had  been  a  failm-e 
to  agree  between  the  Governors  of  the 
two  States.  I  can  well  understand  the 
position  they  take.  The  addition  of  the 
language  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  will  leave  it  so  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  can  follow  through  in  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  secm-e  the  cooperative  accept¬ 
ance  by  the  two  Governors,  failing  which 
there  could  be  approval  of  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  the  two  projects  without  it. 

Therefore,  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendments  on  that  basis. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  amendment - 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KERR.  Can  we  get  through  this, 
first? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed 

Mr.  THURMOND.  No.  I  want  to 
speak  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
was  the  Chair’s  understanding. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  want 
to  oppose  the  amendment  suggested? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Which  one? 

Mr.  KERR.  Both. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  They  are  separate 
amendments,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  KERR.  No;  they  have  been  ac¬ 
cepted  together.  I  have  asked  that  they 
be  accepted  together. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  object  to  that. 
Let  them  be  considered  separately. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  has  offered  his  amendment  as  an 
amendment  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
understood  that  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  obtained  xmanimous  consent  to 
have  them  accepted  together. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  states  that  he  did.  They  are  ac¬ 
cepted  and  are  being  treated  together. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  in  the  Stockpiling  Subcom¬ 
mittee  and  have  not  been  able  to  be  pres¬ 
ent  all  morning  on  this  matter.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  distinguished  Senators  from 
Oklahoma  and  Georgia  would  object  to 
the  amendments  being  voted  on  sepa¬ 
rately? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Certainly  I  would  ob¬ 
ject.  I  do  not  propose  to  have  the  Duke 
Power  Co.  come  in  and  ruin  the  best 
damsite  we  have  on  the  Savannah  River 
with  this  project  unless  my  State  can 
get  some  benefit  from  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  that  his  interests 
are  not  best  served  by  this  procedure. 
The  amendments  consisting  of  the  two 
provisions  will  be  in  the  bill  if  they  are 
accepted.  We  will  go  to  conference,  and 
if  both  are  approved  by  the  Congress, 
the  appropriations  will  then  come  up  on 
the  project  in  Georgia. 

As  soon  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
for  the  President,  approves  the  project 
in  South  Carolina,  it  will  be  available 
for  the  procedures  outlined  in  the  bill 
with  reference  to  implementing  the  per¬ 
mission  of  the  Duke  Power  Co.  to  build 
its  facility.  I  see  no  possible  disservice 
that  can  occur  to  his  amendment  by  rea¬ 
son  of  their  being  considered  together. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  am  sorry  the 
senior  Senator  from  Georgia  does  not 
agree  to  have  these  amendments  voted 
on  separately.  I  am  forced  into  an  awk¬ 
ward  position  now.  The  Duke  Power  Co. 
has  offered  to  build  a  dam  in  South  Car¬ 
olina  in  the  home  county  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  senior  colleague  that  would 
bring  into  that  county  more  than  $1 
million  a  year  in  taxes.  It  will  be  a 
steamplant  that  will  be  most  valuable 
in  generating  electricity.  I  am  informed 
that  electricity  can  be  generated  much 
cheaper  that  way  than  by  building  larger 
hydroelectric  dams.  I  am  strongly  in 
favor  of  that  amendment.  I  regret  that 
the  Senators  from  Georgia  have  opposed 
the  provision  which  the  senior  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  and  I  had  together 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


introduced  on  this  subject.  It  has  been 
pending  for  some  time. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  The  pending 
amendments  would  authorize  the  dam 
the  Senators  from  South  Carolina  are 
seeking  and  also  authorize  the  dam  the 
two  Senators  from  Georgia  are  seeking. 

There  is  nothing  incompatible  in  the 
bill  with  reference  to  both  projects. 
These  projects  can  be  approved  any  time 
the  Senate  is  ready  to  accept  both  of 
them  and  I  hope  they  will  be  approved. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  for  those  remarks. 
I  can  see  his  position.  But  I  am  in  the 
position  of  favoring  one  and  not  the 
other.  When  the  two  projects  are  com¬ 
bined,  I  am  being  forced  to  vote  for  both 
of  them  when  I  do  not  favor  the  fed¬ 
erally  constructed,  larger  dam.  The 
Clark  Hill  Dam  has  been  built  on  the 
Savanah  River  at  a  cost  of  $100  million. 
The  Hartwell  Dam  has  been  built  farther 
up  the  river  at  a  cost  of  between  $60 
and  $100  million,  near  Hartwell, 
Ga.  Both  those  dams  now  create  tre¬ 
mendous  reservoirs.  They  have  pro¬ 
vided  places  for  boating,  fishing,  and 
recreational  facilities.  But  in  both  in¬ 
stances,  undoubtedly  today,  with  modern 
steamplants,  electricity  can  be  generated 
cheaper  by  steam.  I  think  it  is  a  mis¬ 
take  to  build  another  dam  between  those 
two. 

The  reason  I  make  that  statement  is 
as  follows:  Former  Senator  Charles  E. 
Daniels,  who  preceded  me  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  for  a  brief  period,  by  appointment 
of  Governor  Byrnes,  has  said  that  if  we 
build  this  dam  between  the  two,  we  are 
going  to  destroy  very  fine  industrial 
sites.  He  has  told  me,  and  I  am  sure  he 
has  told  the  Senators  from  Georgia,  that 
he  can  assist,  and  we  feel  that  others  will 
assist,  in  bringing  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  of  industry  along  the  Savannah 
River,  on  both  sides,  which  we  will  not 
be  able  to  obtain  if  we  build  this  third 
dam. 

We  would  have  stagnant  water.  I 
know  of  no  special  advantage  to  be  ob¬ 
tained.  In  fact,  electricity  could  be  gen¬ 
erated  more  cheaply  "by  using  a  steam- 
plant,  such  as  the  Duke  Power  Co.  is  will¬ 
ing  to  do,  which  would  still  keep  the 
stream  flowing  to  provide  fresh  water. 

In  my  judgment,  this  would  be  a  great 
mistake.  I  do  not  try  to  speak  for  the 
people  of  Georgia,  but  I  speak  for  the 
people  of  my  State.  The  Governor  of 
my  State  is  bitterly  opposed  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  build  the  Trotters  Shoals  Dam. 
The  people  in  Anderson  County,  from 
where  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  comes,  are  against 
this  amendment.  The  people  in  Abbe¬ 
ville  County,  near  there,  are  against  this 
amendment. 

I  believe  the  dam  should  not  be  built. 
The  people  of  Abbeville  County  have 
passed  resolutions  against  it. 

The  people  of  South  Carolina  want  in¬ 
dustry  to  relocate  and  build  in  our  State, 
^is  section  of  the  Nation  badly  needs 
industry.  If  this  Federal  dam  should  be 


built  it  would  mean,  in  practical  effect, 
that  we  would  not  get  industry. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  cooperate  with 
the  able  Senators  from  Georgia,  for 
whom  I  have  high  respect.  I  wish  to  co¬ 
operate  in  every  way  I  can  with  them. 
At  the  same  time,  I  think  we  would  be 
making  a  great  mistake,  as  Senator 
Daniel  has  said,  by  bringing  another 
dam  there  to  deprive  that  section  of  the 
country,  on  both  sides  of  the  river,  from 
getting  industry,  which  it  will  not  be  able 
to  get  if  the  third  Federal  dam  is  built. 

I  know  of  no  special  virtue  which 
would  acciTje  from  the  constmction  of 
the  third  dam. 

As  I  say,  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
generation  of  electricity,  that  could  be 
done  cheaper  by  the  use  of  steam. 

The  project  would  greatly  hamper  the 
obtaining  of  industry  in  the  area. 

Not  only  is  the  Governor  of  South 
Carolina  opposed,  but  also  the  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  South  Carolina  is  opposed.  The 
legislature  has  passed  a  resolution  op¬ 
posing  the  third  dam,  between  Hartwell 
and  Clark  Hill. 

When  I  speak  against  this  third  dam, 
I  am  carrying  out  the  wishes  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  South  Carolina  on  this  subject. 
It  is  my  personal  feeling,  too,  and  a  con¬ 
clusion  which  has  been  arrived  at  after 
discussion  not  only  with  Senator  Daniel 
but  also  with  a  number  of  industrialists, 
business  people  and  others,  in  the  State 
of  South  Carolina,  and  some  in  Georgia. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  sdeld  for  a  question? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  am  pleased  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  project  which  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  favors,  as  I  understand,  would  bring 
about  construction  which  would  result 
in  a  body  of  water  which  would  be  part¬ 
ly  in  South  Carolina  and  partly  in 
Georgia. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  project  which 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  favors 
is  a  very  low  dam.  It  is  not  a  high  dam. 

Mr.  KERR.  Either  high  or  low,  as  I 
understand  it,  that  would  be  the  situa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  correct. 
It  would  be  across  the  Savannah  River. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  would  cross  State 
lines? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  would  not  im¬ 
pound  water  with  an  overly  large  reser¬ 
voir,  to  include  thousands  of  acres,  to 
have  great  shore  lines,  destroying  indus¬ 
trial  sites.  We  are  desirous  of  maintain¬ 
ing  a  fresh  water  flow  in  the  river,  for 
the  industrial  sites,  in  order  to  increase 
the  economy  for  the  people  and  to  raise'- 
their  incomes.  I  am  told  definitely  by 
our  State  development  board  and  by 
others  who  are  interested  in  this  ques¬ 
tion  that  they  feel  it  would  be  a  mistake 
to  build  the  high  dam,  because  industry 
would  be  hampered  and  impeded  from 
coming  into  this  section  of  the  country. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senator  will  an¬ 
swer  my  questions,  I  will  appreciate  it. 

If  the  project  which  the  Senator  and 
his  distinguished  senior  colleague  favor 
should  be  constructed,  it  would  create  a 
reservoir  partly  in  South  Carolina  and 
partly  in  Georgia? 
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Mr.  THURMOND.  No.  I  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  that  it  would  create  a  reser¬ 
voir.  It  would  merely  provide  a  very 
low  dam,  to  enable  the  Duke  Power  Co. 
to  use  water  for  steam. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  know 
how  to  build  a  dam  without  creating 
some  kind  of  reservoir? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  In  other  words, 
the  answer  to  the  question,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator’s  question,  is  that  it 
would  provide  only  a  very  low  dam  and 
would  not  impound  water  over  a  tremen¬ 
dous  acreage. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  did  not  refer  to  a 
tremendous  acreage.  I  said  that  a  dam 
would  create  an  obstruction  in  the  river. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  would  do  that; 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Which  would  cause  an 
accumulation  of  water? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  would  cause  an 
accumulation  of  water,  but  not  covering 
an  extensive  area,  as  would  be  the  case 
with  a  high  dam. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understand;  but  it 
would  create  a  dam  which  would  cause 
an  accumulation  of  water. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  would  cause  an 
accumulation  of  water  sufficient  to  pro¬ 
vide  fresh  water  for  the  steamplant. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  that  be  an  accu¬ 
mulation  of  water? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  would  be  an  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  water  sufficient - 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  that - 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Let  me  answer  the 
question.  The  Senator  asked  a  question. 
Let  me  answer  the  Senator’s  question. 

It  would  cause  an  accumulation  of 
water  sufficient  to  provide  water  for  the 
steamplant,  which  would  be  quite  dif¬ 
ferent,  as  the  Senator  well  knows,  be¬ 
cause  he  is  an  expert  on  public  works 
projects,  from  building  a  high  dam  and 
having  many  thousands  of  acres  flooded 
with  water  and  taken  out  of  cultivation 
for  the  future. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understand  that.  I  am 
not  arguing  with  the  Senator  about  the 
virtues  of  a  high  dam  as  distinguished 
from  a  low  dam.  I  am  merely  trying  to 
get  the  facts  in  the  Record.  If  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  the  situation,  if  the 
project  the  Senator  favors  should  be  con¬ 
structed,  it  would  result  in  the  building 
of  a  low  dam. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  A  very  low. 

Mr.  KERR.  Just  a  teeny,  weeny  dam. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  A  teeny,  weeny  dam. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  A  teeny,  weeny 
dam  is  exactly  what  it  would  be — only 
enough  to  slow  up  the  water,  to  use  it 
to  produce  steam. 

Mr.  KERR.  There  would  be  the  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  a  teeny,  weeny  quantity 
of  water. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Compared  with  a 
high  dam.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  a  part  of  that  teeny, 
weeny  amount  of  water  would  be  in  the 
State  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  KERR.  And  it  is  correct. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  right. 
And  if  they  wished  to  build  a  similar 
dam,  I  would  have  no  objection. 
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Mr.  KERR.  They  have  no  objection 
to  the  building  of  this  dam, 

Mr.  THURMOND.  They  are  object¬ 
ing,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  KERR.  No.  They  are  not  object¬ 
ing  to  it  at  all.  . 

Mr.  THURMOND.  They  object,  un¬ 
less  we  go  along  with  the  high  dam. 
which  I  say  would  destroy  industrial 
sites  in  both  States.  The  Governor  of 
our  State,  the  legislature  of  our  State, 
and  the  people  of  our  State  are  all 
against  the  high  dam,  because  we  need 
industry. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  any  part  of  the 
reservoir  which  would  be  created  by  the 
project  sponsored  by  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  be  in  the  State  of  South  Caro- 


Mr.  THURMOND.  It  certainly  would 
be.  It  would  flood  a  great  part  of  the 
area  of  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  river  make  a 

bend  there? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  does  not  make 
any  bend.  The  Senator  knows  better 
than  that.  The  Senator  knows  that  if 
a  high  dam  were  built  across  the  Savan¬ 
nah  River  between  the  two  States  it 
would  flood  areas  in  both  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  would  not,  unless  por¬ 
tions  of  the  reservoir  site  were  in  both 


Mr.  THURMOND.  The  reservoir  site 
would  be  in  both  States,  of  course,  if  the 
dam  were  built  over  the  Savannah  River. 

Mr.  KERR.  Are  the  reservoir  sites 
for  both  dams  to  be  in  both  States? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator  is 
asking  a  question  to  which  he  obviously 
knows  the  answer.  What  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  really  wish  to  know? 

Mr.  KERR.  What  I  asked. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator  al¬ 
ready  knows  that. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  know? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Surely.  I  know 
that.  I  have  told  the  Senator  the 
answer. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  put  it 
in  the  Record? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  have  already  put 
it  in  the  Record.  Now,  what  does  the 
Senator  really  wish  to  know? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  understands  the  project. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  made 
up  his  mind  to  consolidate  these  two 
amendments,  and  if  he  does  not  wish  to 
separate  them,  I  am  sorry.  I  simply 
requested  that  they  be  separated  so  I 
could  be  recorded  as  being  against  the 
high  dam,  which  would  affect  both  States, 
and  as  being  in  favor  of  the  little,  teeny, 
weeny  dam,  that  would  merely  stop 
enough  water  for  the  steamplant. 


If  the  Senator  does  not  wish  to  agree 
to  allow  a  separate  vote,  there  is  nothing 
I  can  do.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  put  in  the 
position  of  voting  for  an  amendment  I 
do  not  favor.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  placed 
on  record  as  saying  that  I  favor  a  high 
dam,  when  the  people  of  my  State  do 
not  favor  it  and  I  do  not  favor  it.  If 
the  Senator  will  not  agree,  I  will  have 
to  ask  for  a  separate  vote  on  the  two 
items. 


Mr.  KERR  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  the  amendment,  the 
language  would  not  prevent  the  Duke 
Power  Co.  from  building  the  dam  now, 
would  it?  It  would  give  permission  to 
proceed  to  build  it? 

Mr.  KERR.  As  soon  as  the  President 
approved  it. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  It 
would  be  necessary  to  come  back  to  Con¬ 
gress  later,  for  the  authorization  to  build 
the  higher  dam? 

Mr.  KERR.  No.  This  bill  would  be 
the  authorization. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
mean,  of  course,  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  sponsors  of  it  would 
have  to  go  before  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  ask  for  the  money  to 
build  it. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina. 

That  is  what  I  meant. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina. 

They  would  have  to  get  the  money. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct;  after  the 
President  approved  it. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina. 

This  would  not  prevent  the  Duke  Power 
Co.  from  going  ahead  and  building  the 
dam  right  now? 

Mr.  KERR.  As  soon  as  the  President 
approved  it. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  As 
soon  as  the  President  approves  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  sponsors  of  the  Duke 
Dam  were  very  careful  to  provide  in 
their  amendment — 

Authority  granted  by  the  act  shall  cease 
and  be  deemed  null  and  void  unless  the 
actual  construction  of  the  dam  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  is  commenced  within  4  years  and 
completed  within  7  years  from  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  act. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  In 
other  words,  the  amendment  would  not 
endanger  the  dam  which  Duke  wishes 
to  build. 

Mr.  KERR.  Not  in  the  least.  It 
would  make  it  possible  for  them  to  do  so. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  It 
would  make  it  possible  for  them  to  build 
the  dam. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  explain  the 
procedural  situation.  My  affection  and 
jrespect  for  the  Senator  from  South 
Caroluia  [Mr.  Thurmond]  are  vei’y 
great.  I  had  no  purpose  in  mind  to  dis- 
accommodate  him  or  in  any  way  to  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  orderly  processes  in 
which  he  is  interested.  I  must  say  that 
when  the  amendment  was  offered  he  was 
not  in  the  Senate  Chamber. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  was  at  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Committee  on  Stockpiling. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  imderstand.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  made  that  clear. 


Mr.  THURMOND.  Naturally  I 
thought  that  the  Senator  would  agree  to 
have  a  separate  vote  on  the  two  projects. 

Mr.  KERR.  When  the  subject  came 
up,  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  was 
not  in  the  Senate  Chamber.  The  mat¬ 
ter  was  presented  for  the  junior  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thtthmond] 
by  his  senior  colleague,  for  both  Sena¬ 
tors.  When  it  was  presented,  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Georgia  said  that  they  were 
interested  in  the  subject  to  the  extent 
that  if  authorization  was  to  be  granted 
for  the  building  of  one  dam,  they  wanted 
authorization  for  the  building  of  two. 

Due  to  the  controversy,  which  I  had 
not  known  to  be  so  intense,  between  the 
Governors  of  the  two  States,  the  Public 
Works  Committee  did  not  approve  either 
project.  The  public  works  bill  is  before 
the  Senate.  The  senior  colleague  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  South  Carolina  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment.  The  Senators 
from  Georgia  asked  for  the  inclusion  of 
an  authorization  for  the  project  that 
they  proposed  along  with  the  one  pro¬ 
posed  in  South  Carolina.  Whereupon,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  events,  and  in  the 
absence  of  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina — with  refer¬ 
ence  to  which  the  Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma  was  certainly  not  to  blame — 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  asked 
unanimous  consent  that  the  two  amend¬ 
ments  be  considei’ed  together. 

No  objection  was  offered.  The  order 
was  made. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  cannot 
now  withdraw  that  unanimous-consent 
agreement.  It  can  be  withdrawn  only  by 
vmanimous  consent.  So  if  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  wishes  to  criticize 
someone  for  not  giving  consent  that  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  be  with- 
di'awn,  he  should  address  himself  to  the 
Senators  from  Georgia  and  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  merely  a  tool  to  expedite  or 
to  help  handle  the  consideration  and 
passage  of  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  take  no  side  in  the 
controversy.  I  have  the  greatest  respect 
for  the  Senators  from  each  of  the  two 
States.  I  have  mutual  respect  for  the 
Senators  from  each  of  those  States.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  not  entitled 
to  be  criticized  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  for  not  changing  a  unan¬ 
imous-consent  agreement  of  the  Senate, 
because  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
no  power  to  change  it. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator  fi’om 
Oklahoma  must  have  had  a  bad  dream 
last  night. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  had  no  bad  dreams  last 
night,  and  I  am  not  dreaming  now. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator  has 
not  heard  me  criticize  him.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  sm'ely  does  not  recall  my  criticizing 
him.  I  merely  asked  him  if  he  would  as¬ 
sist  in  having  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  repealed  so  that  we  could 
have  a  separate  vote  on  the  two  issues. 
I  am  not  criticizing  him. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  that  we  do 


20971 


1962  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


not  repeal  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  It  could  be  with¬ 
drawn,  repealed,  or  whatever  term 
should  be  applied  to  the  situation. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  could  be. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  may  use  whatever  terminol¬ 
ogy  he  wishes. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
to  propound  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  make  plain  that  there  has  been 
no  attempt  on  my  part  to  criticize  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
to  propound  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  was  trying  to 
explain  my  position,  and  I  wondered  if 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  and  the 
Senators  from  Georgia  would  give  then- 
assistance  in  obtaining  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  amendments  to  be  voted 
upon  separately. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
pounding  a  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  action  of  the  State  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  South  Carolina  and  the  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  people  in  the  very  county  in 
which  a  high  dam  would  be  located,  and 
the  wholehearted  disapproval  of  the 
people  of  my  State,  especially  in  the 
county  where  the  proposed  high  dam 
would  be  located  and  built,  feeling  that 
it  would  hurt  us  in  getting  industry  in 
that  area  where  we  so  badly  need  it,  I 
respectfully  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  previous  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  obtained  on  the  subject  be  re¬ 
scinded  so  that  the  amendments  can  be 
voted  upon  separately. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  wish  to 
make  a  few  brief  observations  on  the 
comments  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Carolina.  He  has 
attacked  the  dam  that  we  propose  as 
being  a  great  nuisance  and  offensive  to 
the  people  of  South  Carolina.  I  think 
the  dam  would  perhaps  be  somewhat 
higher  than  the  one  the  Senator  es¬ 
pouses  and  that  the  Duke  Power  Co. 
intends  to  build,  but  that  is  still  a  pretty 
good  dam.  If  dams  on  the  river  are 
bad,  the  Duke  Power  Co.  dam  would 
be  more  than  just  a  little  pregnant, 
so  far  as  dam  construction  on  the  Sa¬ 
vannah  River  is  concerned.  It  would 
be  a  very  high  dam. 

The  Senator  said  that  the  people  in 
his  State  are  opposed  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Trotter  Shoal  Dam.  I  assure 
him  that  the  people  of  Georgia  are 
equally  opposed  to  the  construction  of 
the  Duke  dam. 

The  distinguished  Senator  has  said 
that  South  Carolina  and  the  county  will 
receive  $1  million  a  month  from  the 
Duke  dam. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  A  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  people  represent¬ 
ing  the  Duke  Power  Co.  have  told  me 


that  they  would  pay  $3  million  to  the 
State. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  believe  the  coun¬ 
ty  would  receive  $1  million.  Anderson 
County,  where  the  dam  would  be  located, 
would  receive  $1  million  a  year. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Anderson  County; 
but  the  State  would  receive  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  The  State  of  Georgia 
would  get  mudflats  from  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  dam.  That  is  what  we  would 
get.  We  would  get  no  taxes.  They 
would  all  be  paid  on  the  South  Caro¬ 
lina  side.  We  would  have  been  justified 
in  waging  war  on  that  private  power 
project,  because  it  is  so  one  sided  in  favor 
of  our  friends  from  South  Carolina.  But 
we  did  not  do  it.  We  did  not  want  to 
take  a  dog-in-the-manger  attitude  and 
say,  “They  shall  not  build  this  dam 
here  on  the  Savannah  River.  We  will 
get  nothing.  It  would  not  flood  any 
more,  or  as  much  land,  in  South  Caro¬ 
lina  and  yet  they  would  get  $10  million 
or  $12  million  a  year  out  of  it.  The 
county  and  the  State  of  Georgia,  with 
all  the  unemployment  that  we  hear 
about,  would  receive  nothing.  We  would 
get  mudflats.” 

When  we  wish  to  build  the  dam  that 
has  been  recommended  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Engineers,  which  was  contemplated  by 
an  authorization  act  passed  in  about 
1934  or  1935 — it  has  been  on  the  books 
that  long — it  is  said  that  we  should  with¬ 
draw  it  because  the  people  of  South 
Carolina  are  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  the  greatest  re¬ 
spect  for  the  people  of  South  Carolina. 
I  can  trace  my  lineage  back  to  some  of 
the  people  who  live  there  and  who  con¬ 
tributed  mightly  to  the  development  of 
the  Palmetto  State. 

This  is  an  entirely  one-sided  proposal. 
We  are  told,  “You  ought  to  take  the 
Duke  power  project  and  kUl  the  public 
power  project  below  it.  Both  have  dams 
and  both  have  reservoirs,  and  both 
would  make  mudflats  on  both  sides.” 
As  a  matter  of  fact.  South  Carolina 
would  get  all  the  benefit  of  the  Duke 
project. 

I  object  to  the  severance  of  the  amend¬ 
ments.  The  Senator  from  Georgia 
would  be  compelled  to  object  to  any  such 
one-sidod  proposition  as  this. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  regret  that  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  not  agree  that 
the  amendments  may  be  voted  on  sep¬ 
arately.  They  will  cause  me  to  vote  for 
an  amendment  that  contains  the  high 
dam  and  the  low  dam,  which  provides 
steam  and  does  not  flood  a  great  deal  of 
land,  as  the  high  dam  does.  It  is  the 
high  dam  that  causes  the  water  to  go  out 
over  thousands  of  acres. 

The  low  dam  merely  makes  a  little 
reservoir  in  the  stream  to  enable  use  of 
the  water  for  steam.  That  is  its  only 
pm-pose.  If  the  State  of  Georgia  had  the 
opportunity  to  obtain  a  steamplant  simi¬ 
lar  to  what  it  is  willing  to  have  on  our 
side,  I  would  be  delighted  and  glad  to  go 
along  with  the  State  of  Georgia. 

I  have  two  brothers  who  are  doctors 
at  Augusta,  Ga.  I  have  many  kinfolk 
who  live  in  the  State  of  Georgia.  I  love 
the  State  of  Georgia.  One  of  my  an¬ 
cestors,  who  originally  came  from  the 
State  of  Virginia,  first  went  to  Wilkes 


County  in  Georgia,  not  far  from  this  sec¬ 
tion.  I  am  very  much  interested  in  the 
people  of  Georgia.  I  have  relatives  there 
yet.  We  would  be  making  a  great  mis¬ 
take  by  building  another  high  dam  be¬ 
tween  the  two  high  dams  that  are  there 
already,  and  which  would  make  the 
water  stagnant  and  which,  according  to 
the  experts,  would  make  it  impossible  to 
attract  industry.  We  would  be  able  to 
do  that  if  we  had  fresh  water  there. 
The  proposed  low  dam  would  be  a  little 
dam  for  the  purpose  of  making  steam; 
and  it  would  not  flood  large  areas  if  it 
were  built. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Does  the  Senator 
know  how  high  the  Duke  Power  Dam 
would  be?  Does  he  know  how  many 
thousands  of  acres  it  would  flood? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  My  understanding 
is  that  it  would  be  a  very  low  dam 
across  the  river,  merely  to  check  the 
water  somewhat  and  to  provide  water 
for  the  generation  of  steam.  It  would 
not  go  any  higher  than  the  banks  of  the 
river  on  either  side;  in  fact,  it  would  not 
go  nearly  as  high  as  the  banks  in  some 
places.  It  would  not  flood  a  great 
acreage. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  sdeld? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  the  Senator 
said  that  the  dam  would  be  quite  low. 
He  indicated  by  placing  his  hands  near 
his  knees.  He  ought  at  least  to  have 
some  figures  to  tell  how  high  the  dam 
would  be.  This  is  a  rather  substantial 
dam.  It  would  cost  millions  of  dollars. 
It  is  not  merely  a  knee-high  dam. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Duke  Dam 
would  be  40  feet  as  compared  with  180 
feet  for  the  high  dam  at  Trotters  Shoals. 
It  is  a  very  low  dam.  It  is  a  dam  to  take 
water  for  the  steamplant.  It  is  not  a 
high  type  dam,  like  the  Clark  Hill  Dam, 
or  similar  dams,  which  flood  thousands 
of  acres  of  land.  It  is  merely  to  provide 
water  for  the  steamplant.  I  am  sure  it 
would  not  damage  either  State,  from 
that  standpoint. 

I  say  again  that  if  the  State  of  Georgia 
had  the  opportunity  to  obtain  a  steam 
plant  of  this  kind  which  would  provide 
millions  of  dollars  in  taxes  to  the  State 
of  Georgia,  I  would  be  glad  to  cooperate 
with  the  State.  I  do  not  want  to  hurt 
the  State  of  Georgia  in  any  way.  The 
high  dam  would  not  generate  any  taxes. 
On  the  contrary,  it  would  take  thousands 
of  acres  out  of  taxation,  and  deprive  us 
of  industry.  It  would  prevent  industry 
from  coming  into  the  Savannah  River 
valley.  The  result  would  be  that  v/e 
would  lose  numerous  industrial  plants. 
Fonner  Senator  Charles  Daniel  told  me 
and  the  senior  Senator  from  Georgia — 

I  do  not  know  whether  he  talked  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Georgia  also — 
that  he  will  help  them  to  get  industry  in 
this  section  if  this  dam  is  not  built.  I 
am  sure  that  the  advantages  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  that  section  would  be  much  great¬ 
er  if  the  high  dam  were  not  built. 

As  I  said,  I  do  not  want  to  be  placed  in 
the  position  of  doing  anything  to  hurt 
the  people  of  Georgia.  I  am  confident 
that  the  little  dam  for  the  steam  plant 
would  not  hurt  the  State  of  Georgia. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  would  provide  more 
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electricity,  which  would  help  to  bring 
more  industry  to  both  sides  of  the  river. 
I  am  confident  that  the  high  dam  would 
be  a  great  detriment  to  both  sides  of  the 
river  and  would  prevent  us  from  attract¬ 
ing  industry  that  we  had  anticipated  we 
would  get  if  the  dam  were  built. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  It  is  certainly  not 
the  desire  of  the  Senators  from  Georgia 
to  do  any  hann  to  the  State  of  South 
Carolina.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  the 
position  of  the  Senators  from  Georgia 
that  we  want  to  help  both  States.  As 
my  senior  colleague  has  pointed  out,  we 
are  unwilling  to  have  this  dam  built  on 
the  river,  affecting  both  our  States,  and 
impounding  the  water  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  project  that  the  people  on  the 
Georgia  side  feel  they  ought  to  have.  It 
is  the  position  of  the  Senators  from 
Georgia  that  both  South  Carolina  and 
Georgia  ought  to  have  their  projects.  I 
am  perfectly  willing  to  have  both  proj¬ 
ects.  I  hope  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  willing  also. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Tire  Senator  from 
South  Carolina,  for  reasons  he  has 
stated,  favors  the  steamplant,  which  I 
believe  will  help  both  States  to  get  new 
industry,  but  I  cannot  support  sepa¬ 
rately  the  high  dam  which  I  believe 
would  hurt  the  industrial  development 
of  both  States.  As  long  as  objection  has 
been  made  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest,  it  will  not  be  possible  now  to  vote 
on  the  amendments  separately.  Is  that 
correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendments. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  statement 
was  made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  that  the 
senior  Senator  from  South  Carolina  of¬ 
fered  the  amendment  for  the  steam- 
plant  and  that  he  was  authorized  by  me 
to  add  my  name  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment.  I  wish  the  Record  to  show 
that  we  had  discussed  the  amendment 
and  that  my  senior  colleague  had  my 
approval  to  add  my  name  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  However,  at  that  time  I  did  not 
anticipate  that  another  amendment 
would  be  hooked  onto  it.  I  anticipated 
that  there  would  be  a  separate  vote  on 
the  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  have  the 
floor? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not.  I  hope  that 
we  may  be  able  to  finish  with  aU  the 
amendments  that  will  be  offered  to  the 
bill,  but  I  do  not  have  the  floor. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  insert  a  few  comments  in 
the  Record  at  this  point.  The  State  of 
Illinois,  according  to  the  basic  table  on 
page  332  of  the  report,  has  15  or  16 
residual  projects  in  the  pending  bill. 

These  are  set  out  in  rather  broad  di¬ 
mensions,  and  do  not  quite  indicate 
what  projects  the  bill  contains. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  por¬ 
tion  of  the  index  table  on  page  332  of  the 
report  under  the  caption  “Illinois”  be 
inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 


follows : 

Illinois: 

Calumet  Harbor _ $11,  464,  000 

Chicago  Harbor _  1,  505,  000 

Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee 

District  No.  3 _  986,  000 

Harrlsonville  and  Ivy  Landing 
Drainage  and  Levee  District 

District  No.  2 _  1,112,000 

Illinois  River  comprehensive _  71,465,000 

Illinois  Waterway  duplicate 

locks  _  40,  000,  000 

Kaskaskia  River _  58,  200,  000 

Kaskaskia  River  levees  (local 

cooperation)  _ 

Prairie  Du  Pont  Levee  and 

Sanitary  District _  921,000 

Rend  Lake _  35,  500,  000 

Richland  Creek _  4,  995,  000 

Rock  River,  Rockford _  7,  228,  000 

Wabash  River  at  Mount 
Carmel  _  1,  417,  000 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
list  requires  some  additional  detailing. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the 
Record  a  list  of  the  projects  in  the  bill 
which  were  sponsored  by  me.  There  are 
some  17  of  these  in  these  documents,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  those  that  are  carried  in  other 
documents.  As  I  indicated  before,  these 
number  about  32  projects  altogether. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair).  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Tliere  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Projects  Sponsored  by  Senator  Dirksen 

Which  Were  Included  in  the  Omnibus 

River  and  Harbor  Bill  op  1962  (S.  3773, 

S.  Reft.  2258) 

1.  Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 
duplicate  locks,  $40  million. 

2.  Kaskaskia  River  Navigation  project 
($100,000  included  in  Senate  appropriation 
bill  for  preconstruction  planning),  $58  mil¬ 
lion. 

3.  Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 
navigation  project,  $1,505,000. 

4.  Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and 
Indiana,  navigation  Improvements,  widening 
and  deepening  and  breakwater  protection 
($110,000  included  in  Senate  appropriation 
for  fiscal  year  1963  for  preconstruction  plan¬ 
ning),  $11,464,000. 

5.  Illinois-Mississlppl  Canal  and  Slnni- 
sippl  Lake,  authorization  of  an  additional 
$800,000  to  put  the  canal  in  condition  be¬ 
fore  transfer  to  the  State  (addition  to  the 
$2  million  authorized  by  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958) ,  $800,000. 

6.  Flood  control  project  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Mt.  Carmel,  III.,  on  Wabash  River 
across  from  Indiana  Levee  No.  5  ($75,000  in¬ 
cluded  in  Senate  appropriation  bill  for  1963 
for  preconstruction  planning),  $1,417,000. 
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7.  Rend  Lake  project  (H.  Doc.  No.  541,  87th 
Cong.),  $35,500,000. 

8.  Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois, 
Wisconsin,  and  Indiana,  for  flood  control  and 
related  purposes  (the  18  projects  Included 
are  listed  on  separate  hearing),  $71,465,000. 

9.  Harrlsonville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage 
District  No.  2  in  Monroe  County,  Ill.,  $1,112,- 
000. 

10.  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  District 
No.  2  in  Monroe  County,  Ill.,  $986,000. 

11.  Prarie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary  Dis¬ 
trict  in  Madison,  Monroe  and  St.  Clair  Coun¬ 
ties.  Ill.,  $921,000. 

12.  Richland  Creek  in  Madison,  Monroe 
and  St.  Clair  Counties.  $4,995,000. 

13.  Pecatonica  River,  Illinois  and  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  flood  control,  $850,000. 

14.  Rock  River  at  Rockford,  HI.,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  $7,228,000. 

15.  Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from 
Hampton,  Ill.,  to  Cassvllle,  Wls.,  flood  con¬ 
trol  (H.  Doc.  No.  450,  87th  Cong.),  $5,350,000. 

16.  Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from 
Hampton,  HI.,  to  mile  300  (H.  Doc.  No.  564, 
87th  Cong.),  $9,289,00. 

17.  Authority  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  review  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
on  Kaskaskia  River  Levees  between  Cowden 
and  Vandalia,  with  view  of  eliminating  cash 
contributions.  (The  levees  below  Carlyle, 

Ill.,  do  not  now  require  cash  contributions.) 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in 
order  that  a  readable  document  may  be 
made  out  of  what  I  have  in  mind,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  include  informa¬ 
tion  and  data  which  the  Army  Engineers 
have  submitted  to  the  committee  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  report.  I  have  asked  my 
staff  to  assemble  this  material  so  that 
all  of  it  may  be  placed  in  the  proper 
places  under  the  17  categories  which  I 
presently  have  before  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  engineering  data  also  be 
printed  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

16.  Recommendations:  The  Board  there¬ 
fore  recommends — 

(a)  That  the  proposed  projects  shown  in 
Table  1  herein  for  the  purposes  Indicated 
be  authorized  for  construction  in  the  Hlinois 
River  basin,  with  the  provision  that  con¬ 
struction  of  any  one  may  be  undertaken 
Independently  of  the  others  upon  compliance 
with  the  prescribed  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation  pertaining  thereto;  and 

(b)  That  all  of  the  foregoing  be  accom¬ 
plished  generally  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  of  the  Division  Engineers  and  with 
such  modifications  thereof.  Including  rea¬ 
sonable  adjustments  in  storage  capacity  for 
water  supply  and  other  purposes  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  Oakley  project,  as  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be  advisable, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $71,465,000  for  con¬ 
struction  to  be  accomplished  by  the  United 
States  and  $189,000  annually  for  maintenance 
and  operation  of  the  proposed  Oakley  pro¬ 
ject;  provided  that,  prior  to  construction, 
local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will: 

(1)  With  respect  to  the  proposed  Oakley 
project : 

(a)  Agree  to  pay  the  first  cost  allocated  to 
water  supply,  such  cost  being  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  15.5  percent  of  the  total,  or  $4,599,- 
000,  with  such  modification  in  these  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  adjustments 
in  the  storage  capacity  for  water  supply  and 
other  purposes,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  construction  with  appropriate  ad¬ 
justments  when  actual  costs  are  determined. 
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or  in  Installments  prior  to  commencement  of 
pertinent  items,  in  accordance  with  construc¬ 
tion  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  or  by  annual  payments,  includ¬ 
ing  interest  during  construction  and  inter¬ 
est  on  the  unpaid  balance,  over  the  life  of  the 
project  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  or  50  years,  whichever  is  the  lesser; 

(b)  Agree  to  pay  annually  as  they  occur 
the  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance  allo¬ 
cated  to  water  supply,  such  costs  being 
presently  estimated  at  22.7  percent  of  the 
total,  or  $43,000,  with  such  modification  in 
these  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect 
adjustments  in  the  storage  capacity  for  water 
supply  and  other  purposes; 

(c)  Maintain  all  roads  and  bridges  in  the 
reservoir  area  and  over  the  Improved  channel 
downstream  from  the  dam  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army; 

(d)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  all  water-rights  claims  resulting  from 
construction  and  operation  of  the  project, 
and 

(e)  Operate  the  existing  non-Federal  dam 
and  reservoir  at  Lake  Decatur  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  in  accordance  with  regulations  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and 

(2)  With  respect  to  the  proposed  local 
protection  projects: 

(a)  Furnish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way, 
and  ponding  and  spoil-disposal  areas  neces¬ 
sary  for  construction  of  the  project; 

(b)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works: 

(c)  Bear  the  expense  of  relocating  and 
altering  highways,  highway  bridges  (except 
underpinning) ,  utilities,  buildings,  interior 
drainage  facilities,  pipelines,  and  other  struc¬ 
tures,  except  railroad  bridges  and  ap¬ 
proaches; 

(d)  Prescribe  and  enforce  regulations 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved  chan¬ 
nels  and  ponding  areas;  and 

(e)  Maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army. 

17.  It  is  further  recommended  that: 

(a)  The  general  comprehensive  plan  for 
flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  upper 
Mississippi  River  basin,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1938,  be  modified  to 
delete  therefrom  the  Chandlerville  Reservoir 
No.  2,  Sangamon  River;  and 

(b)  The  following  projects,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936,  be  de- 
authorized : 

(1)  Sangamon  River,  mouth  of  Salt  Creek 
to  Roby,  Ill.,  channel  straightening  for  flood 
control  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,510,000; 

(2)  Sangamon  River  and  Salt  Creek,  clear¬ 
ing  channels  at  50  bridge  sites  (Sangamon 
River  portion  only)  at  an  estimated  cost,  of 
$42,000; 


(3)  Clear  Lake  Levee  at  junction  of  San¬ 
gamon  and  Hlinois  Rivers  in  Illinois  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $279,000;  and 

(4)  McGee  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict,  Illinois  River  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$597,000. 

18.  Of  the  Federal  construction  cost  of 
$71,465,000  for  the  recommended  works,  the 
net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  estimated  at 
$66,866,000  after  reimbursement  by  non- 
Federal  interests  of  the  costs  allocated  to 
water  supply.  The  net  annual  cost  to  the 
United  States  for  maintenance  and  operation 
of  the  proposed  Oakley  project  is  estimated 
at  $146,000. 

For  the  Board: 

Keith  R.  Barney, 

Major  General,  U.S.  Army,  Chairman. 

Report  op  the  District  Engineer 

SYLLABUS 

The  Illinois  River  is  the  largest  tributary 
of  the  Mississippi  River  above  the  mouth  of 
the  Missouri  River.  Average  annual  flood 
damages  in  the  Illinois  River  basin,  exclusive 
of  the  Kankakee  and  Fox  River  basins,  are 
estimated  to  be  $8,942,000  of  which  about 
$4  million  occur  along  the  main  stem  of  the 
Illinois  River. 

Existing  flood  control  projects  do  not  afford 
adequate  protection  to  all  areas  from  floods 
which  can  be  expected  to  occur  and  there 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  al¬ 
luded  to  the  fact  that  there  were  18 
projects  dealing  with  the  Illinois  River 
Basin,  including  States  of  Wisconsin  and 
Indiana,  all  of  which  have  been  recom¬ 
mended,  and  on  which  engineering  data 
are  available.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
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is  need  for  additional  protection  to  some 
of  these  areas  as  well  as  to  areas  which  have 
no  flood  protection. 

There  is  a  need  in  the  basin  for  surface 
storage  of  water  for  domestic  and  industrial 
use.  There  is  also  need  for  additional  recre¬ 
ational  opportunities  for  the  residents  of  the 
central  portion  of  the  State  of  Illinois  and 
for  conservation  of  flsh  and  wildlife 
resources. 

Flood  protection  and  allied  water  uses  for 
80  projects  have  been  analyzed.  Tlie  report¬ 
ing  officers  find  that  18  of  these  projects 
are  individually  justified.  They  Include  16 
local  flood  protection  projects,  comprising 
levees,  floodwalls,  channel  Improvement  and 
interior  drainage  facilities;  a  multipurpose 
reservoir  for  flood  control,  water  supply  and 
recreation  and  associated  downstream  chan¬ 
nel  improvement;  and  remedial  work  in 
connection  with  the  completed  Federal  flood 
control  project  at  the  mouth  of  the  San¬ 
gamon  River.  The  overall  benefit/cost 
ratio  for  the  entire  plan  is  1.2.  They  there¬ 
fore  recommend  adoption  of  these  18  plans 
of  improvement  and  participation  in  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation:  provided  certain 
items  of  local  cooperation  are  met. 

The  estimated  cost  to  the  United  States 
for  the  18  improvements,  is  $64,687,500  for 
construction  and  $135,000  for  annual  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation.  The  recommended 
projects  are  as  follows : 


that  the  data  and  excerpts  from  the  re¬ 
port  also  be  printed  as  a  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Trojcct 

Federal 

construction 

cost 

Federal 
annual 
maintenance 
and  oiieration 
cost 

Benefit- 

cost 

ratio 

Local  flood  protection,  urban  areas: 

City  of  I’coria  _ 

$10,  876, 000 

1, 990,  two 
460,000 

3,  660,  000 

1,  620,  000 
3,  490,  000 
2,  820,  000 
2,  560, 000 
2, 110,000 
2, 190,  000 

1.  890,  000 
2, 390,  000 

1,  650,  000 

1,  271,  000 
711,000 

1, 910,  000 
33,  500 

23, 056, 000 

1. 01 

1.2 

1.7 

1. 1 
1.03 
1.  1 
1.2 
1.2 
1.5 

1,  1 
1.0 
1.7 

1.5 

1.6 

2. 1 
1.3 

Community  of  Meredosia,  and  Meredosia,  Willow  Crecic  and  Coon 
Kun  dn^iinafie  and  levee  district. 

Coraiminitv  of  Eldred- 

Local  Hood  protection,  agricultural  areas; 

Indian  Crecic  area _ _ 

Meredosia  I.ake  and  Willow  Creek  drainage  and  levee  district 

McGee  Creek  drainage  and  levee  district. . 

Scott  County  drainage  and  levee  district 

Big  Swan  drainage  and  levee  district  . 

Hillvicw  drainage  and  levee  district 

Hartwell  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Reach  drainage  and  levee  district..  . 

Rldred  and  Spankey  drainage  and  levee  district... 

Nutwood  drainage  and  levee  district- 

I.ake  Fork  of  Salt  Creek _ 

Farmers  levee  and  drainage  district 

Clear  I.ake  special  drainage  district. 

Kemedial  work  near  mouth  of  Sangamon  River 

Reservoir:  Oakley  Reservoir  and  associated  downstream  channel  improve¬ 
ment _ _ _  . 

$135, 000 

1.2 

Total  for  18  projects... 

64,  687,  500 

135,000 

1.2 

-  -  -  1 
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[From  H.  Doc.  No.  472,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

Table  I. — Recommended  projects — Illinois  River  Basin,  Wis-,  Ind.,  and  III. 
[Costs  and  benefits  In  thousands  of  dollars,  March  19C1  prices] 


Project 


Stream 


Oakley  Ecscrvoir  and  channel  iniproTement... 


Sangamon  Elver.. 


Peoria,  Ill _ 

Meredosia.  Ill.,  and  Meredosia,  Willow  Creek, 
and  Coon  Eun  drainage  and  levee  districts. 

Eldred,  Ill . . . . 

Indian  Creek  area _ _ _ 

Meredosia  Lake  and  W'illow  Creek  drainage 
and  levee  district. 

McGee  Creek  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Seott  County  drainage  and  levee  district . 

Big  Swan  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

HlUview  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Hartwell  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Keach  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Eldred  and  Spankey  drainage  and  levee  dis¬ 
trict. 

Nutwood  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Lake  Fork  of  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon  Elver) _ 

Farmers  drainage  and  levee  district _ 

Clear  Lake  special  drainage  district _ 

Eemedial  work  near  mouth  of  Sangamon  Elver. 


minols  Elver _ 

_ do _ 

- do.. . . 

_ do _ 

- do . 

_ do . . 

_ do _ 

- do . . 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do . . 

- do _ 

Lake  Fork _ 

Sangamon  Elver. 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 


Total 


Purpo.'!* 

Co: 

Construction  > 

ts 

Annual  operation, 
maintenance  and 
replacement 

Annual 

bene¬ 

fits 

Annual 

charges 

Benefit- 

eost 

ratio 

Fed¬ 

eral 

Non- 

Fed- 

eral 

Total 

Fed¬ 

eral 

Non- 

Fed- 

eral 

Total 

Flood  control,  municipal 

25, 022 

4,  500 

29,621 

146 

43.0 

189.0 

1, 624. 0 

1,  388.  0 

1.2 

and  industrial  water  sup- 

ply,  and  recreation. 

Flood  control  _ 

11,85.5 

1, 8.S1 

13,  686 

0 

6,5.4 

65.4 

588.0 

581.0 

1.01 

— do  - _ _ 

1, 040 

308 

2,338 

0 

4.1 

4.1 

121.7 

95.2 

1.3 

450 

104 

554 

0 

0 

0 

40.3 

21.4 

1.9 

3,  540 

311 

3,851 

0 

3.5 

3.5 

173.4 

163.4 

1.1 

1.  670 

46 

1,615 

0 

0 

0 

66.6 

60.9 

1.1 

3,380 

106 

3,  480 

0 

2.3 

2.3 

160.0 

136.0 

1.2 

2,710 

210 

2,920 

0 

0 

0 

140.0 

112.8 

1.2 

2,340 

173 

2,613 

0 

0 

0 

130.0 

90.9 

1.3 

2,030 

118 

2, 148 

0 

0 

0 

127. 1 

82.2 

1.6 

2,080 

07 

2, 177 

0 

0 

0 

95.4 

82.9 

1.2 

1,  810 

07 

1,  907 

0 

0 

0 

78.8 

72.9 

1. 1 

2,200 

125 

2,415 

0 

0 

0 

169. 1 

92.3 

1.8 

1,570 

82 

1,652 

0 

0 

0 

104.2 

63.1 

1.7 

1,385 

131 

1,  616 

0 

17.8 

17.8 

116.4 

76.6 

1.5 

_ do . . . . . 

775 

10 

785 

0 

6.9 

5.9 

70.2 

34.7 

2.0 

2,082 

252 

2,334 

0 

24.3 

24.3 

139.8 

114.3 

1.2 

37 

1 

38 

0 

.3 

1.9 

66,  866 

8,690 

76,  556 

146 

156.6 

302.6 

1  Exclusive  of  preauthorization  study  costs. 


ILLINOIS  WATERW.W,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  31,  86th  Cong.) 

Location:  The  Illinois  Waterway  provides 
a  channel  lor  barge  navigation  between  the 
Mississippi  River,  38  miles  above  St.  Louis, 
and  Lake  Michigan  at  Chicago. 

Report  authorized  by:  House  Rivers  and 
Harbors  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  16,  1943;  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  resolution  adopted  March  24,  1956. 

Existing  project:  Provides  for  nine  locks 
and  six  dams;  navigation  channel  9  feet  deep 
in  the  Illinois  and  Des  Plaines  Rivers  from 
the  mouth  of  the  Illinois  River  to  Lockport, 
a  distance  of  291.1  miles;  upstream  extension 
and  branch  channels  9  feet  deep  in  the 
Chicago  Sanitary  and  Ship  Canal,  Chicago 
River.  Calumet-Sag  Channel,  Little  Calumet 
River,  Calumet  River,  and  Grand  Calumet 
River;  and  appurtenant  Improvements  in¬ 
cluding  bridge  changes.  The  project  is  com¬ 
plete  except  for  construction  of  two  locks, 
one  on  Calumet  River  and  the  other  on 
Grand  Calumet  River  and  improvements  of 
the  branch  channel  in  the  Grand  Calumet 
River. 

Navigation  problem :  Commerce  on  the  Il¬ 
linois  River  has  increased  since  the  Improved 
waterway  to  Chicago  was  opened  from  about 
1.7  million  tons  in  1935  to  21.4  million  tons 
in  1955.  Most  of  the  traffic  delays  now  occur 
at  the  locks  because  many  tows  require  re¬ 
arrangement  to  permit  a  single  lockage  and 
the  larger  tows  must  make  a  double  lock¬ 
age.  The  congestion  at  the  locks  resulting 
from  these  delays  will  be  more  critical  as  the 
traffic  increases. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  Mod¬ 
ification  of  existing  project  to  provide  for 
construction  of  supplemental  locks,  110  feet 
wide  and  1,200  feet  long,  at  the  seven  exist¬ 
ing  lock  sites  on  the  Illinois  and  Des  Plaines 
Rivers.  (The  first  two  locks  estimated  to  be 
needed  by  1968  and  the  last  three  by  1977.) 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January 
1957)  :  All  Federal,  $114,652,000. 

Project  economics : 

Annual  charges _ $4,  594,  300 

Annual  benefits _  22,  320,  000 

(All  transportation  savings.) 


Benefit-cost  ratio :  4.9. 

Local  cooperation:  Provided  that  prior  to 
construction  local  interests  agree  that  they 
will  assume  title  to,  and  maintain  and  op¬ 
erate  the  new  bridge  across  the  Ipwer  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  Brandon  Road  lock  when  the 
bridge  is  placed  in  service. 

Coniments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies: 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service:  No  Interest  in 
project. 

State  of  Illinois:  Concurs  in  conclusions 
and  recommendations. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
Notes  that  commerce  on  the  waterway  has 
increased  at  a  rapid  rate  since  1935;  however, 
it  states  that  a  projection  of  the  past  rate 
of  growth  is  by  no  means  certain.  The  BOB 
does  not  question  the  economic  justification 
but  considers  authorization  10  to  19  years 
in  advance  of  the  need  is  premature  and 
accordingly  urges  that  the  report  be  regarded 
only  as  a  study  of  future  need,  and  that  the 
estimates  on  commerce  and  average  tons  per 
lockage  be  brought  up  to  date  in  a  future 
report  to  Congress  in  5  years. 

Remarks :  The "  committee  notes  the  ex¬ 
ceedingly  high  benefit-cost  ratio  of  4.9  for 
this  project.  It  also  notes  the  comments  of 
the  Bureau  of  the 'Budget  which  questions 
the  estimates  of  traffic  growth,  and  that 
another  report  be  submitted  to  Congress  in 
5  years.  Since  almost  4  years  of  the  5-year 
period  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  referred 
to  has  elapsed,  the  committee  sees  no  neces¬ 
sity  of  submitting  another  report  in  the  near 
future.  It  recommends  authorization  of  $40 
million  for  initiation  and  partial  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  project  at  this  time. 

KASKASICIA  RIVER,  ILL. 

(S.  Doc.  44,  87th  Cong.) 

Description  of  Project 

Location :  The  Kaskaskia  River  >  '.ses  in 
Champaign  County  in  eastern  Illinois  and 
flows  southwesterly  about  325  miles  to  the 
Mississippi  River  at  a  point  60  miles  down¬ 
stream  from  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  a  short  distance 
above  Chester,  Ill. 

Authority  for  report:  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee  resolution  adopted  August  17, 
1954.  The  report  has  been  transmitted  to 


Congress  and  printed  as  Senate  Document 
44,  87th  Congress. 

Existing  project:  The  original  Federal  im¬ 
provement  of  the  river  for  navigation  by 
deepening  to  3  feet  to  mile  12,  and  removing 
snags  to  mile  22,  was  abandoned  in  1895. 
The  river  is  not  used  by  commercial  craft 
at  the  present  time.  The  existing  Federal 
project  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes 
on  the  Kaskaskia  River  provides  for  dams 
and  reservoirs  at  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville,  and 
levees  between  Cowden  and  Vandalla,  below 
Carlyle,  and  New  Athens.  Carlyle  Reservoir 
is  under  construction  and  planning  is  under¬ 
way  on  the  Shelbyville  project.  Work  has 
not  started  on  the  levee.  The  reservoirs,  in 
addition  to  reducing  floodflows,  would  aid 
navigation  by  augmenting  flows  in  the 
Mississippi  River,  provide  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply,  benefit  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  and  afford  opportunity  for  recreational 
developments. 

Navigation  problems:  Local  interests  de¬ 
sire  a  9 -foot  navigation  channel  in  the  lower 
60  miles  of  the  Kaskaskia  River  to  facilitate 
the  outbound  movements  of  coal  and  grain, 
and  to  augment  the  local  economy. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  Pro¬ 
vides  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide  from  the  mouth  of  Kaskaskia  River  to 
Fayetteville,  Ill.,  by  enlarging  the  present 
channel  where  required,  and  making  over¬ 
bank  cuts  to  eliminate  sharp  bends;  and  a 
dam  at  mile  4  with  a  single  lock  84  feet  wide 
and  600  feet  long.  The  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  also  provides  for  modification  of  the 
storage  allocations  in  the  Carlyle  and  Shelby¬ 
ville  Reservoirs,  to  provide  water  for  Kaskas¬ 
kia  River  navigation  in  lieu  of  Mississippi 
River  navigation;  and  future  reallocation  of 
storage  in  the  two  reservoirs  when  additional 
water  is  needed  for  navigation,  if  the  use  of 
such  storage  is  found  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  be  feasible  and  more  •economical 
than  pumping  water  from  below  the  dam 
into  the  navigation  pool. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level,  January  1960) : 

Federal - $58,  200,  000 

Non- Federal -  2, 300,  000 


Total -  60,  500,  000 
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Project  economics: 


Federal 

Non- 

Fedcral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  ainortiza- 

$2, 223, 300 

$119,000 

0 

0 

0 

$2, 342, 300 

270,000 

17,700 

19,000 

Maintenance  and  oper- 

270,000 

17,700 

19,000 

Heplaccments . . 

Navigation  aids _ 

Total— - - 

2, 530, 000 

119,000 

2,  649,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings 
on  coal  movements,  $5,120,000. 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.9. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  make  all  neces¬ 
sary  alterations  to  sewer,  water  supply,  drain¬ 
age,  and  other  utility  facilities;  bear  a  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  costs  of  relocations 
of  railroad  and  highway  bridges;  remove  one 
highway  bridge  at  own  expense;  maintain 
all  bridges  over  the  Improved  waterway; 
provide  necessary  loading  and  mooring  fa¬ 
cilities;  provide  terminal  and  transfer  fa¬ 
cilities;  and  establish  agency  for  controlling 
withdrawal  of  water  from  river  below  Carlyle 
Dam. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objec¬ 
tion. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Approve  project. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  notes  that  the 
Acting  Chief  of  Engineers  refers  to  the  un¬ 
certainty  of  railroad  rate  adjustments  that 
may  be  proposed  in  the  future  and  the  action 
that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
may  take  thereon,  and  that  he  recommends, 
if  the  project  is  authorized,  a  reevaluation 
of  project  economic  Justification  in  light  of 
rates  then  existing,  would  be  made  when 
fimds  are  reqtiested  for  construction.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  concurs  in  this  rec¬ 
ommendation.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
further  advises  that  there  would  be  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed 
report  to  the  Congress. 

Benefits:  The  major  benefits  that  have 
been  assigned  to  the  Improvement  of  the 
lower  Kaskaskla  River  for  navigation  are 
transportation  savings  for  movement  of  coal. 
Coal  reserves  adjacent  to  the  Kaskaskia  River 
are  substantial,  with  an  estimated  1.8  to  2 
billion  tons  located  within  15  miles  of  the 
proposed  navigation  project.  Coal  require¬ 
ments  for  market  areas  in  which  this  coal 
can  compete  are  said  to  be  increasing  rap¬ 
idly.  The  Improved  waterway  would  per¬ 
mit  the  movement  of  a  maximum  of  about 
20  million  tons  of  coal  annually.  The  esti¬ 
mated  annual  benefits  are  based  on  an  av¬ 
erage  annual  waterborne  movement  of  about 
15,200,000  tons  throughout  the  life  of  the 
project,  at  a  transportation  saving  of  about 
35  cents  per  ton.  Benefits  from  the  im¬ 
provement  in  the  economic  conditions  of  the 
area  are  real,  but  have  not  been  evaluated. 
The  economic  ratio  for  the  project  is  1.9  to  1. 

A  project  for  canalization  of  the  Kaskaskia 
River  between  Fayetteville  and  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River,  by  construction  of  a  dam  and 
84-  by  600-foot  lock  at  mile  4  and  a  channel 
200  feet  wide  and  9  feet  deep,  appears  tech¬ 
nically  feasible  and  economically  Justified. 
Although  other  commodities  may  eventually 
move  over  the  waterway,  the  principal  known 
commodity  that  will  use  it  and  the  one  on 
which  the  economies  are  based  is  coal.  Be¬ 
tween  New  Athens  and  Fayetteville  there  are 
proven  coal  reserves  of  approximately  1.8 
billion  tons  within  15  miles  of  the  water¬ 
way.  This  coal  is  of  superior  quality  and 
can  be  marketed  to  compete  successfully  with 


other  coalfields  in  the  midwestern  region  of 
the  United  States.  If  a  waterway  were  pro¬ 
vided,  it  would  result  in  a  savings  to  the  users 
of  coal,  because  of  the  reduction  in  trans¬ 
portation  costs.  Although  the  development 
of  nuclear  fuels  is  progressing  and  may  be 
of  significance  by  the  end  of  the  present 
century,  their  widespread  use  to  compete 
with  coal  is  not  a  certainty. 

The  southern  Illinois  region  was  stated  to 
be  a  depressed  area  with  a  large  pool  of 
manpower  available,  but  also  with  a  high 
rate  of  unemployment.  Mining  of  coal  in 
the  area  has  decreased  in  recent  years  be¬ 
cause  of  the  high  cost  of  transportation. 
Local  interests  have  expressed  the  belief  that 
provision  of  the  proposed  navigation  project 
will  attract  heavy  industry  to  the  region. 
With  coal,  water,  limestone,  and  cheap  trans¬ 
portation  available  in  this  area,  and  a  large 
supply  of  iron  ore  located  a  short  distance 
away  in  Missouri,  extensive  industrial  de¬ 
velopment  is  anticipated.  The  committee 
was  advised  that  two  private  utility  com¬ 
panies  are  now  planning  to  construct  two 
steam  electric  generating  plants  on  the  river 
adjacent  to  the  navigation  project,  if  its 
eventual  construction  appears  eminent. 
Kaiser  Aluminum  Co.  has  also  acquired  an 
area  for  the  future  location  of  an  aluminum 
plant  in  event  the  Kaskaskia  River  is 
canalized.  Extensive  use  of  the  waterway 
for  transportation  of  corn,  wheat,  oats,  and 
soybeans,  was  forecast.  Proponents  of  the 
project  stated  that  operation  of  the  Kas¬ 
kaskia  River  navigation  project  would  be  of 
great  benefit  to  the  railroads  of  the  area, 
due  to  increased  freight  movement  from 
increased  industrial  activities,  new  markets 
that  would  be  opened,  and  that  coal  moved 
by  water  would  replace  very  little  of  that 
now  moving  by  rail.  These  proponents  be¬ 
lieve  the  prospective  coal  tonnages  that 
would  move  over  the  Improved  waterway, 
and  the  savings  in  transportation  costs  are 
conservative. 

Opponents  of  the  recommended  naviga¬ 
tion  project,  primarily  the  railroad  interests, 
have  expressed  their  belief  that  such  project 
would  prove  detrimental  to  the  southern 
Illinois  region,  as  it  would  force  the  closing 
of  coal  mines  removed  from  close  proximity 
to  the  Kaskaskia  River.  Distressed  areas  of 
eastern  Kentucky  and  West  Virginia  would 
also  be  adversely  affected  by  production  of 
coal  for  movement  by  water  routes  to  the 
Great  Lakes  region,  and  making  the  Kaskas¬ 
kia  coal  more  competitive.  Coal  was  stated  to 
be  sold  on  margins  of  less  than  $0.50  per  ton, 
an  amount  approximately  equal  to  the  esti¬ 
mated  savings  by  use  of  water  transportation. 
Another  adverse  effect  on  the  local  economy 
was  claimed  if  rail  shipments  are  curtailed, 
from  reduction  of  railroad  payrolls  in  the 
area  and  local  taxes  paid  by  such  railroads. 
Opponents  of  the  project  also  claim  that 
prospective  coal  tonnages  that  would  be 
moved  over  an  improved  waterway  are  un¬ 
realistic,  and  that  the  project  would  bene¬ 
fit  private  and  exempt  carriers,  particularly 
one  large  coal  producer  who  has  constructed 
a  railroad  from  the  coalfields  and  docks  on 
the  Mississippi  River  for  movement  of  the 
coal  by  water  transportation.  The  taxpayers 
of  the  Nation  would  be  required  to  pay  for 
the  anticipated  benefits  that  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  navigation  project,  which  would 
adversely  affect  the  large  investment  the 
railroads  have  in  this  region.  It  was  stated 
that  at  the  present  there  are  no  landlocked 
coal  mines  in  the  area. 

Under  presently  authorized  plans  of  opera¬ 
tion,  storage  is  included  in  the  Carlyle  and 
Shelbyville  Reservoirs  for  navigation  re¬ 
leases  for  the  middle  and  lower  Mississippi 
River.  In  his  report,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
proposes  assignment  of  additional  storage 
In  these  upstream  reservoirs  to  navigation, 
or  provision  of  pmnping  facilities  at  the 
navigation  dam  to  pump  upstream  the  water 
lost  in  each  lockage.  Final  decision  was  to 


be  deferred  until  the  need  became  evident. 
Since  the  low-water  periods  on  the  Kaskaskia 
River  do  not  coincide  with  those  on  the 
Mississippi  River,  early  consideration  should 
be  given  to  this  matter  to  assure  continued 
supply  of  water  for  navigation  and  industrial 
users  during  drought  periods. 

The  modification  of  bridges  where  required 
as  a  part  of  the  proposed  improvement  is 
included  in  the  cost  of  the  project.  The 
Illinois  Division  of  Highways  objected  to  the 
use  of  lift  spans  on  Federal  and  State  high¬ 
ways  in  the  Interest  of  traffic  safety  and 
continuity  of  traffic  flow.  To  meet  this  re¬ 
quirement,  high-level  spans  with  adequate 
vertical  and  horizontal  clearances  have  been 
used  in  making  the  estimates  of  cost.  One 
new  highway  bridge  will  be  built  over  a 
new  channel.  One  highway  bridge,  on  State 
Highway  No.  3  at  New  Athens,  Ill.,  will  be 
constructed  by  the  State  on  a  new  aline- 
ment.  Local  interests  will  be  required  to 
remove  the  old  bridge  at  their  own  expense. 

Committee  Views 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  in 
the  lower  Kaskaskia  Basin  there  are  ade¬ 
quate  reserves  of  minable  coal  of  such  qual¬ 
ity  that  it  can  compete  with  other  coalfields 
in  this  region  if  a  waterway  were  available 
for  transportation,  and  that  based  upon  the 
present  economic  trends  of  the  United 
States,  there  will  be  a  large  market  for  this 
coal.  The  area  is  rich  in  natural  resources 
and  susceptible  to  extensive  industrial  devel¬ 
opment.  Local  residents  are  in  support  of 
the  project. 

The  committee  believes  it  feasible  and  ad¬ 
visable  to  improve  the  Kaskaskia  River  be¬ 
tween  Fayetteville,  Ill.,  and  the  Mississippi 
River  for  modern  barge  transportation  by  a 
lock  and  dam  located  at  mile  4,  by  channel 
straightening,  deepening,  and  widening,  by 
the  provision  of  supplemental  water  supply 
from  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville  Reservoirs,  and 
by  abandonment,  replacement,  or  alteration 
of  all  bridges  which  now  cross  the  waterway. 
The  proposed  improvement  would  reduce  the 
distance  from  the  Mississippi  River  to  Fay¬ 
etteville,  HI.,  from  50  miles  to  38  miles  by 
straightening  and  realinement  of  the  chan¬ 
nel  and  cutting  across  sharp  bends.  The 
committee  further  believes  that  the  Kaskas¬ 
kia  River  project  would  be  a  valuable  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  inland  waterway  system  of  the 
United  States,  and  be  a  further  step  in  the 
development  of  the  natural  and  water  re¬ 
sources  of  our  country. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  estimated 
benefits  from  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ment  is  based  on  present  freight  rates  in  the 
area,  that  an  authorization  of  such  improve¬ 
ment  might  result  in  lowering  existing  rates 
for  rail  movement  of  coal  from  the  area,  and 
approves  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
that  reevaiuation  of  the  project  economics  in 
light  of  actual  rates  then  existing  should  be 
imdertaken  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion  thereon. 

The  committee  notes  the  favorable  eco¬ 
nomic  ratio  of  this  project  and  believes  that 
its  authorization  is  economically  Justified. 

CHICAGO  HARBOR,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  No.  485,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  Chicago  Harbor  is  near  the 
south  end  of  Lake  Michigan,  14  miles  north¬ 
erly  of  the  Illinois-Indiana  State  line,  on 
the  southwestern  shore  of  the  lake. 

Authority:  Similiar  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on 
May  18,  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Existing  project:  The  existing  Federal 
project  for  Chicago  Harbor  generally  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  inner  breakwater,  in  two  sec¬ 
tions,  enclosing  an  inner  basin  of  about  224 
acres:  an  exterior  breakwater  in  three  sec¬ 
tions  enclosing  an  outer  basin  of  about  900 
acres;  maintenance  dredging  to  a  depth  of  21 
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feet  of  a  portion  of  the  Inner  basin  and  also 
of  the  entrance  to  Chicago  River  to  Rush 
Street  over  a  varying  width;  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  a  section  of  the  north  pier.  The 
existing  deep-draft  Federal  project  for  Chi¬ 
cago  River  generally  provides  for  mainte¬ 
nance  dredging  to  21  feet  In  the  main  river, 
the  North  Branch,  the  North  Branch  Canal, 
and  the  North  Branch  turning  basin,  all  to 
within  20  feet  of  existing  docks. 

Navigation  problem:  Existing  project 
depths  in  the  outer  harbor  are  not  adequate 
to  permit  vessels  in  the  oversea  traffic  to  take 
full  advantage  of  the  depth  being  provided 
in  the  connecting  channels  and  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  Seaway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement: 
Provide  for  a  lake  approach  channel  800  feet 
wide  and  29  feet  deep  from  the  breakwater 
lake  ward  for  a  distance  of  about  6,600  feet 
and  a  channel  and  maneuver  area  inside  the 
harbor  entrance  with  a  maximum  width  of 
1,300  feet  and  a  depth  of  28  feet. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  July  1961) : 

Federal _ $1>  505,  000 

Non-Federal _  None 


Total _  1.  505,  000 

Project  economics : 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization.. 

$67,000 

11,000 

0 

$1,000 

$.67, 000 
12,000 

Total . - . 

Annual  benefits:  Transports- 

68,000 

1,000 

69,000 

423,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  6.1. 

Local  cooperation:  Hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  that  may 
result  from  construction  and  maintenance 
of  the  Improvement;  and  maintain,  without 
cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  in  berth¬ 
ing  areas  serving  the  public  terminal  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  recommended  project 
depths.  Local  Interests  have  Indicated  a  will¬ 
ingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies : 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  proposed  improvement 
would  permit  vessels  In  the  oversea  traffic  to 
take  full  advantage  of  the  depth  provided 
in  the  connecting  channels  and  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway.  The  project  is  amply 
Justified. 

4.  CALUMET  HARBOR  AND  RIVER,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  581,  87th  Congress) 

Location:  Calumet  Harbor  is  at  the  south 
end  of  Lake  Michigan,  on  the  State  line 
between  Illinois  and  Indiana. 

Authority:  Interim  report  is  in  partial 
response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May 
18.  1956,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project:  The  existing  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  for  Calumet  Harbor  and  River  provides 
for  an  outer  harbor  protected  by  a  break¬ 
water  12,500  feet  long;  an  approach  channel 
3,200  feet  wide  and  29  feet  deep;  an  outer 
harbor  channel  and  anchorage  3,000  feet  wide 
and  28  feet  deep;  a  channel  In  the  river  290 
feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  up  to  the  Elgin, 
Joliet  &  Eastern  Railway  Bridge,  thence  at 
least  200  feet  wide  and  25  feet  deep  to  111th 
Street.  23  feet  to  114th  Street,  21  feet  at  122d 
Street,  and  21.5  feet  to  and  including  turn¬ 
ing  basin  No.  5;  widening  and  straightening 
the  river,  except  through  the  rock  cut,  to 


.within  20  feet  of  bulkhead  lines;  five  turning 
basins  along  the  river;  and  closing  the  exist¬ 
ing  gap  between  the  breakwaters.  The  ex- 
Islting  project  for  Lake  Calumet  provides  for 
dredging  to  a  depth  of  21  feet  an  area  670 
feet  wide  and  3,000  feet  long  at  the  south  end 
of  the  lake  and  an  entrance  channel  300  feet 
wide  from  Calumet  River  at  turning  basin 
No.  5. 

Navigational  problem;  Existing  project 
depths  are  not  adequate  to  allow  vessels 
calling  at  points  along  the  river  and  in  Lake 
Calumet  to  be  loaded  to  the  drafts  permitted 
by  the  Great  Lakes  connecting  channels  and 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  Widening  in  the 
rock  section  of  the  river,  enlargement  of 
turning  basins  and  extension  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  project  are  needed  for  safe  navigation 
and  development  of  the  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  Pro¬ 
vides  for:  a  depth  of  27  feet  in  earth  and 
28  feet  in  rock  over  a  minimum  width  of 
200  feet  in  Calumet  River  from  the  Elgin, 
Joliet,  and  Eastern  Railway  Bridge  to  turn¬ 
ing  basin  No.  5;  widening  the  channel 
through  the  rock  section  of  Calumet  River, 
together  with  the  presently  authorized  wid¬ 
ening  and  straightening  of  the  river,  all  to 
a  depth  of  27  feet  In  earth  and  28  feet  in 
rock;  a  depth  of  27  feet  over  the  authorized 
limits  of  turning  basin  No.  1  on  Calumet 
River;  enlarging  turning  basin  No.  5,  and 
deepening  the  enlarged  basins  to  27  feet; 
elimination  of  turning  basins  Nos.  2  and 
4;  a  depth  of  27  feet  within  authorized  limits 
to  Lake  Calumet  and  Its  entrance  channel; 
and  extending  the  existing  project  limits  in 
Lake  Calumet  3,000  feet  northward  at  a 
width  of  1,000  feet  and  a  depth  of  27  feet. 
Further,  that  the  uncompleted  work  au¬ 
thorized  in  1935  for  the  related  river  sec¬ 
tion  be  combined  with  the  additional  work 
now  recommended  for  that  section  (exclu¬ 
sive  of  turning  basins  Nos.  2  and  4)  and 
the  whole  be  treated  as  a  single  further 
improvement,  with  estimated  cost  of  $13,- 
479,000  for  construction,  including  $2,015,- 
000  for  work  previously  authorized  and  $11,- 
464,000  for  additional  work  now  recom¬ 
mended,  and  that  this  combination  super¬ 
sede  the  authorization  for  construction  of 
the  pertinent  uncompleted  portion  of  the 
work  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1935. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January 
1961) : 

Federal _ $11,464,000 

Non-Federal _  12,  081,  000 


Total _  23,  545,  000 


Project  economics: 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  eharges: 

Interest  and  amortization.. 
Maintenance  dredging _ 

Total.... . 

Annual  benefits;  Transpor- 

$433,000 

17,000 

$560, 000 

$993,000 

17,000 

450,000 

600,000 

1,010,000 

2,393,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  2.4. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  projects, 
including  suitable  areas  required  for  initial 
disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  there¬ 
fore  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works: 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and 
maintenance  of  the  Improvements;  '  pro¬ 
vide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensu¬ 
rate  with  depths  provided  in  the  related 
project  areas;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the 
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United  States  such  alterations  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  in  docks,  bulkheads,  submarine 
utility  facilities,  and  other  structures;  pro¬ 
vide  such  bridge  protection  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired;  and  provide  adequate  bulkheads 
where  required  In  connection  with  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  the  river  channel  and  turning  basins 
or,  in  lieu  of  such  bulkheads,  furnish  releases 
saving  the  United  States  harmless  against 
any  claims  for  damages  from  erosion,  bank 
losses  or  other  consequences  of  the  work;  and 
provided  further  that  work  on  any  separable 
feature  may  be  undertaken  Independently 
of  any  other,  whenever  funds  for  that  fea- 
tiue  are  available  and  the  pertinent  local 
cooperation  has  been  furnished. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies : 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  Budget;  No 
objection. 

Remarks:  This  harbor  is  an  Integral  part 
of  the  system  of  Great  Lakes  harbors  and 
connecting  channels.  The  improvement  as 
proposed  is  necessary  and  Justified  to  per¬ 
mit  full  loading  of  the  large  vessels. 

ILLINOIS  AND  MISSISSIPPI  CANAL 

The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  author¬ 
ized  transfer  of  the  now  obsolete  Federal 
project  known  as  the  Illinois  and  Mississippi 
Canal  to  the  State  of  Illinois.  This  is  an 
old  navigation  project  which  has  long  been 
in  disuse,  insofar  as  commercial  navigation 
is  concerned.  It  is  used  extensively,  how¬ 
ever,  by  small  pleasure  craft.  The  1958  act 
authorized  $2  million  to  place  the  structures 
in  safe  condition  to  permit  complete  aban¬ 
donment.  The  Item  in  the  present  bill 
increases  the  authorization  of  $2,800,000. 
The  committee-  considers  this  Increase  in 
authorization  to  be  desirable. 

WABASH  RIVER  AT  MOUNT  CARMEL 
(H.  Doc.  573,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  Mount  Carmel  is  on  the  west 
bank  of  the  Wabash  River  in  southeastern 
Illinois,  about  35  miles  southwest  of  Vin¬ 
cennes,  Ind. 

Authority:  Flood  Control  Act,  July  24, 
1946. 

Existing  project:  None. 

Flood  problem:  The  most  severe  flood  of 
recent  times  was  that  of  March  1913.  Re¬ 
currence  of  the  March  1913  flood  would 
cause  damages  of  Mount  Carmel  and  vicinity 
estimated  at  $402,000  under  1961  prices  and 
conditions.  The  future  average  annual  flood 
damage  between  Greathouse  Creek  at  Mount 
Carmel,  mile  93.6  and  Grand  Rapids,  mile 
97.1  after  completion  of  the  Wabash  River 
levee  plans  is  estimated  at  $125,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  Pro¬ 
vides  for  construction  of  15,900  feet  of  levee 
and  1,465  feet  of  concrete  wall  with  the 
necessary  appurtenant  works.  The  plan  of 
improvement  would  provide  complete  pro¬ 
tection  to  practically  all  of  the  urban  areas 
within  the  city  limits  subject  to  flooding 
and  some  of  the  agi-lcultural  areas. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  July  1961)  : 

Federal _ $1,417,000 

Non-Pederal _  100,  000 


Total _  1,  617,  000 

Project  economics: 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation. 

$52,600 

600 

$5,500 

13,600 

$58,000 

14,000 

63,000 

19,000 

72,000 

119,200 

Annual  benefits:  Flood 

1962 
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Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.7. 

Local  cooperation:  Furnish  lands  and 
rlghts-of-way:  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  and  maintain  and 
operate  the  works  after  completion.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies; 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  states  that  the 
district  engineer’s  report  Indicates  that  In¬ 
stallation  of  authorized  agricultural  levees 
In  the  vicinity  of  Mount  Carmel,  principally 
levee  tmit  No.  5.  would,  because  of  stream 
confinement,  increase  fiood  stages  and  com¬ 
pound  fiood  problems  at  Mount  Carmel.  For 
this  reason,  the  project  at  Mount  Carmel,  as 
a  whole,  would  be  economically  justified  and 
would  be  desired  by  local  interests  only  If 
levee  unit  No.  5  is  built.  Analysis  of  Informa¬ 
tion  In  the  report  also  Indicates  that  the 
selected  plan  of  improvement  includes,  as 
separate  featvires,  levee  protection  for  two 
relatively  undeveloped  tracts  of  flood  plain 
land  at  a  first  cost  of  $860,000.  As  the  plan 
Is  formulated  and  evaluated  In  the  report, 
protection  of  the  tracts  would  not  be  econom- 
^  ically  justified,  and  the  district  engineer’s 
report  does  not  make  clear  why  the  selected 
plan  Includes  these  featvues.  The  level  of 
protection  they  afford  will,  however,  ap¬ 
parently  counteract  the  damages  from  in¬ 
creased  fiood  stages  expected  to  result  from 
Installation  of  levee  unit  No.  6.  The  Bureau 
has  recently  received  from  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  Information  not  contained  In  the 
report  which  indicates  conditions  tmder 
which  protection  of  the  tracts  could  be 
regarded  as  economically  justified. 

While  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would 
have  no  objection  to  inclusion  of  the  tracts 
In  the  project,  the  Bureau  suggests  that  the 
informational  deficiencies  of  the  report 
should  be  remedied  by  making  available  to 
the  Congress  an  adequate  explanation  of 
the  basis  on  which  the  two  tracts  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  selected  plan. 

The  Biueau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection 
to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Action  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army:  ’The 
Secretary  states  that  further  Information  will 
be  made  available  to  Congress  as  requested. 

Remarks:  ’The  project  will  protect  the 
urban  areas  at  Mount  Carmel,  HI.,  and  380 
►  acres  of  agricultural  areas  from  flood  stages 
of  the  Wabash  River.  Mount  Carmel  Is  the 
county  seat  and  principal  marketing  center 
of  Wabash  County.  There  are  a  ntunber  of 
diversified  Industries  In  the  town  Including 
the  manufacture  of  radios,  record  chang¬ 
ers,  electronic  equipment,  and  automotive 
wrenches.  The  committee  considers  author¬ 
ization  of  this  project  advisable. 

ILLINOIS  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES 

(H.  Doc.  472,  87th  Cong.) 

Location;  ’The  Illinois  River  Basin  is  lo¬ 
cated  in  portions  of  Illinois,  Wisconsin,  and 
Indiana. 

Authority:  Resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Committee  on  Flood  Control  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  United  States,  one  on  July 
28,  1937,  and  one  on  May  14,  1941;  and  In 
review  of  reports  In  response  to  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  In  section  6  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  approved  August  11,  1939. 

Existing  project:  Federal  Improvements  in 
that  part  of  the  basin  under  consideration 
Include  63  authorized  flood  control  projects, 
of  which  34  local  protection  projects  are  com¬ 
pleted,  1  Is  under  construction,  and  18,  In¬ 
cluding  ChandlervUle  No.  2  Reservoir  on 
Sangamon  River,  have  not  been  started;  and 


the  Illinois  Waterway  for  navigation,  which 
provides  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep  over  vary¬ 
ing  widths  between  Lake  Michigan  and  the 
Mississippi  River  by  means  of  8  locks  and  7 
dams.  Also,  the  former  Chautauqua  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  District  has  been  converted  to 
a  wUdlife  refuge  and  Is  operated  by  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Water  resources  problems:  Flood  problems 
In  the  basin  are  caused  by  inadequate 
channel  capacities  and.  In  some  cases,  by 
encroachment  on  the  stream-carrying  ca¬ 
pacity  by  bridges  and  other  structures.  ’The 
sources  of  municipal  and  Industrial  water 
supply  In  the  basin  are  wells,  streams  and 
reservoirs.  Increasing  demands  are  causing 
depletion  and  Imposition  of  limited  usage. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement;  Con¬ 
sists  of  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir 
at  Oakley  and  associated  downstream  chan¬ 
nel  Improvement  project,  enlargement  of 
existing  levees  and/or  new  levees  and  flood- 
walls  and  channel  Improvement  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  3  urban  and  13  agricultural  areas, 
remedial  work  at  the  mouth  of  the  Sanga¬ 
mon  River,  at  a  Federal  construction  cost 
of  $71,465,000,  the  net  cost  to  the  United 
States  is  $66,866,000  after  reimbursement  by 
non-Federal  Interests  of  the  costs  allocated 

Projects  economics : 


to  water  supply.  For  deauthorization  of  the 
following  projects  authorized  in  the  1936 
Flood  Control  Act:  (a)  Sangamon  River, 
mouth  of  Salt  Creek  to  Roby,  HI.;  (b) 
Sangamon  River  and  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon 
River  portion  only);  (c)  Clear  Lake  levee 
at  junction  of  Sangamon  and  Illinois  Rivers, 
Ill.;  and  (d)  McGee  Creek  Drainage  and 
Levee  District,  Illinois  River.  The  recom¬ 
mendation  also  provides  that  construction 
of  any  one  project  may  be  undertaken  in¬ 
dependently  of  the  others  upon  compliance 
with  the  prescribed  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  pertaining  thereto. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  March  1961)  : 


Oakley 
Dam  and 
Reservoir 

Local  protec¬ 
tion  projects 
and  mouth 
of  Sangamon 
River 

Total 

Federal _ 

$29, 621, 000 
(■) 

$41, 844. 000 
4. 091, 000 

$71,466,000 

4,091,000 

Non-Federal... 

Total _ 

29, 021, 000 

45. 93.5, 000 

76, 656, 000 

'  $4,599,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests  for 
water  supply. 


[In  thousands  of  dollars,  March  1961  prices] 


Project 

Total  cost 

Total  annual 
charges 

Total  annual 
benefits 

Benefits-to- 
cost  ratio 

Oakley  Reservoir  and  channel  improvement 

29, 621 

1, 388. 0 

1, 624. 0 

1.2 

Peoria,  Ill _  _. 

13,686 

581.0 

688.0 

1.01 

Meredosia,  Ill.,  and  Meredosia.  Willow  Creek,  and 

Coon  Rim  Drainage  and  Levee  DLstrlets. 

2,338 

95.2 

121.7 

1.3 

Eldred,  Ill _ _ _ 

654 

21.4 

40.3 

L9 

Indian  Creek  area _ _ _ _ _ 

3,861 

163.4 

173.4 

L  1 

Meredosia  Lake  and  Willow  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee 

Districts _ 

1,616 

60.9 

66.6 

1. 1 

McGee  Creek  Drainage  and  Levee  District 

3,486 

136.0 

160.0 

1.2 

Scott  County  Drainage  and  Levee  District- 

2, 920 

112.8 

140.0 

1.2 

Big  Swan  Drainage  and  Levee  District  _  _ .  .. 

2,513 

96.9 

130.0 

1.3 

Hillview  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

2,148 

82.2 

127.  1 

1.6 

Hartwell  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ _ 

2,177 

82.9 

95.4 

1.2 

Keach  Drainage  Md  Levee  District 

1,907 

72.9 

78.8 

1.1 

Eldred  and  Spankey  Drainage  and  Levee  District _ 

2,415 

92.3 

169.  1 

1.8 

Nutwood  Drainage  and  Levee  District  . 

1,652 

63. 1 

104.2 

1. 7 

Lake  Fork  of  Salt  Creek  (Sangamon  River). ..  ..  ... 

1,616 

76.6 

11^4 

1.5 

Farmers  Drainage  and  Levee  District  .... 

785 

34.7 

70.2 

2.0 

Clear  Lake  Special  Drainage  District _ _ 

2,334 

114.3 

139.8 

1.2 

Remedial  work  near  mouth  of  Sangamon  River 

38 

1.9 

Total 

75,556 

1.2 

Local  cooperation:  (a)  Oakley  Reservoir 
project:  agree  to  pay  the  first  cost  allocated 
to  water  supply,  such  cost  being  presently 
estimated  at  15.5  percent  of  the  total,  or 
$4,599,000,  with  such  modification  in  these 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  reflect  ad¬ 
justments  in  the  storage  capacity  for  water 
supply  and  other  purposes,  to  be  paid  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  construction  with  appro¬ 
priate  adjustments  when  actual  costs  are 
determined,  or  In  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  pertinent  Items,  In  accordance 
with  construction  schedules  as  required  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  or  by  annual  pay¬ 
ments,  Including  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion  and  Interest  on  the  unpaid  balance,  over 
the  life  of  the  project  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  or  50  years,  whichever  Is 
the  lesser;  agree  to  pay  annually  as  they 
occur  the  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance 
allocated  to  water  sup»ply,  such  costs  being 
presently  estimated  at  22.7  percent  of  the 
total,  or  $43,000,  with  such  modification  in 
these  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  re¬ 
flect  adjustments  In  the  storage  capacity  for 
water  supply  and  other  purposes;  maintain 
all  roads  and  bridges  in  the  reservoir  area  and 
over  the  Improved  channel  downstream  from 
the  dam  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all 
water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  project,  and  op¬ 
erate  the  existing  non-Federal  dam  and  res¬ 


ervoir  at  Lake  Decatur  for  flood  control  in 
accordance  with  regulations  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  (b)  Local  protection 
projects:  furnish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  lands,  easements,  rlghts-of-way. 
and  ixmding  and  spoil -disposal  areas  neces¬ 
sary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  bear  the  expense 
of  relocating  and  altering  highways,  high¬ 
way  bridges  (except  underpinning) ,  utilities, 
buildings.  Interior  drainage  facilities,  pipe¬ 
lines,  and  other  structures,  except  railroad 
bridges  and  approaches;  prescribe  and  en¬ 
force  regulations  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  prevent  encroachment 
on  the  improved  channels  and  ponding  areas; 
and  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  Local  interests  desire  flood  con¬ 
trol  Improvements  in  the  basin.  Considera- 
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tlon  of  use  of  water  stored  in  reservoirs  for 
water  supply  and  recreation  was  urged  by 
representatives  of  several  communities  in 
the  southern  portion  of  the  basin.  The 
committee  considers  the  recommended  im¬ 
provements  justified  for  flood  control,  and 
that  inclusion  of  water  supply  storage  in  the 
Oakley  Reservoir  with  reimbursement  for 
such  storage  to  be  made  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  is  apprc^ 
prlate.  Authorization  of  the  project  at  this 
time  is  regarded  as  highly  desirable. 
rend  lake,  ILLINOIS 
(H.  Doc.  No.  641,  87th  Cong.) 

Location;  Southern  Illinois,  about  5  miles 
from  Benton,  Ill. 

Authority;  House  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee,  July  6, 1949. 

Existing  project;  None. 

Water  resources  problems;  (a)  Flooding; 
Storms  with  heavy  rainfall  occur  most  fre¬ 
quently  during  spring  and  early  summer. 
The  flood  of  May  1961  was  the  largest  of  the 
six  major  floods  which  have  occurred  in  the 
basin  since  1915.  Maximum  discharge  at 
Benton  was  35,800  cubic  feet  per  second. 
About  103,400  acres  of  bottom  land  along 
Big  Muddy  River  below  the  proposed  Rend 
Lake  Dam  site,  at  mile  103.7,  are  subject  to 
flooding.  The  average  annual  damage  is 
estimated  at  about  $157,000,  of  which  $57,000 
is  crop  damage  and  $100,000,  property 
damage. 

(b)  Water  supply;  Municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water  is  presently  obtained  from  wells 
or  surface  Impoundments.  Seasonal  fluctua¬ 
tions  and  extended  .drought  periods  seriously 
deplete  water  supplies.  With  allowances  for 
existing  water  supply  facilities,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  net  increase  in  water  de¬ 
mand  by  2010  within  25  miles  of  Benton  will 
be  about  40  million  gallons  per  day. 

(c)  Stream  pollution;  It  is  anticipated 
that,  under  State  law,  municipalities  will 
take  proper  measures  to  correct  the  general 
pollution  problem  for  normal  streamflow 
conditions.  However,  low  flow  augmentation 
is  desirable  during  drought  periods  when 
there  may  be  little  or  no  flow  in  the  river. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement;  The 
most  feasible  plan  of  development  would 
consist  of  a  rolled-eath  dam  on  Big  Muddy 
River  at  mile  103.7.  The  dam  would  be  42 
feet  high  above  the  floodplain  with  a  rein¬ 
forced  concrete  spillway,  and  an  auxiliary 
earth  spillway  located  in  the  east  abutment. 
The  continued  length  of  dam  and  spillway 
would  be  8,900  feet.  Outlet  works  through 
the  earth  section  of  the  dam  would  consist 
of  two  6-  by  6-foot  sluices  for  regulation 
of  the  pool  under  normal  operating  condi¬ 
tions  and  drawdown  of  the  pool.  The  reser¬ 
voir  would  have  a  capacity  of  302,600  acre- 
feet  consisting  of  111,500  for  flood  control, 
109,000  for  water  supply,  67,000  for  pollution 
abatement,  and  25,000  for  slltation.  As  an 
adjimct  to  the  project,  two  small  impound¬ 
ments  would  be  provided  on  two  of  the  upper 
arms  of  the  reservoir  for  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion. 

First  costs;  Federal,  $35,600,000.1 


1  $6,031,000  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests 
for  water  supply. 


Project  economics; 


Fed¬ 

eral 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Aimua!  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization- 
Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  including  major 
replacements . 

$838,000 

79,000 

$297,000 

9,000 

$1, 135, 000 

88,000 

Total . . 

917,000 

306,000 

1,223,000 

Annual  benefits: 

216,000 

636,000 

301,000 

285,000 

61,000 

312,000 

36,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  con- 

Added  transportation 

Total _ 

1,  675,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.4. 

Local  cooperation;  (a)  Hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  for  any 
water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  project;  (b)  re¬ 
imburse  the  United  States  in  accordance 
with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  as 
amended,  the  flrst  costs  and  the  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  allocated 
to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
storage,  tentatively  estimated  at  $6,031,000 
and  $8,800,  respectively,  for  the  ultimate 
development. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  ; 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  committee  urges  adoption 
of  this  worthy  multiple-purpose  project  that 
would  serve  numerous  water  needs,  provide 
flood  control,  and  contribute  to  the  redevel¬ 
opment  of  the  economy  of  the  area. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AT  GUTTENBERG,  IOWA 

(H.  Doc.  286,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  Guttenberg  is  in  northeastern 
Iowa  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Mississippi 
River. 

Authority:  Two  resolutions  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Flood  Control,  both  adopted 
September  18,  1944. 

Existing  project:  No  existing  Federal  flood 
control  project  at  Guttenberg.  Lock  and 
dam  No.  10  of  upper  Mississippi  River  navi¬ 
gation  project  is  at  Guttenberg.  Local  in¬ 
terests  have  constructed  some  local  flood 
protection  measures. 

Flood  problem:  Periodic  high  Mississippi 
River  stages  particularly  in  1951  and  1962 
have  resulted  in  large  expenditures  for  flood¬ 
lighting  purposes  and  have  caused  exten¬ 
sive  flood  damages  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  A 
north  levee  about  3,040  feet  long,  a  south 
levee  about  2,000  feet  long,  a  pumping  plant, 
and  appurtenant  works. 


October  4- 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January 
1960) : 

Federal _ $729,000 

Non -Federal _  84,000 


Total _ _ 813,000 


Project  economics; 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

$31, 1.30 
1,670 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization-.. 
Maintcnanoe  and  operation. 

$26, 800 

$4,  330 
1,670 

26,800 

6,000 

32,800 

38,700 

Annual  benefits:  Damages 
prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1,2. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the 
construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army;  make  any  necessary  altera¬ 
tions  to  utilities,  culverts  for  interior  drain¬ 
age,  roads,  and  highways  Including  neces¬ 
sary  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  road¬ 
ways  where  required,  and  provision  of  the 
necessary  freeboard  on  streets  and  alley 
portions  if  and  when  needed? 

HARRISONVILLE  AND  IVY  LANDING  DRAINAGE 
AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT  NO.  2,  ILLINOIS 

(H.  Doc.  542,  87th  Cong.) 

Location;  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing 
Drainage  and  Levee  District  No.  2,  including 
Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  1,  lies  in  the  Mississippi  River  flood- 
plain  in  Monroe  County,  Ill.,  between  river 
miles  141  and  156  above  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority:  House  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  resolution  adopted  June  17,  1948.  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  18,  1959. 

Existing  project;  The  existing  Federal  proj¬ 
ect  for  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  District  No.  2  provides  for 
raising  and  enlarging  21.4  miles  of  riverfront 
and  flank  levee  and  constructing  appurtenant 
works,  including  eight  gravity  drainage 
structures.  Construction  of  the  work  was 
completed  in  1957. 

Flood  problem:  Although  the  menace  of  di¬ 
rect  flooding  from  the  Mississippi  River  has 
been  largely  eliminated  by  levees,  there  re¬ 
mains  the  problem  of  removing  Impounded 
interior  drainage.  The  sources  of  the  im¬ 
pounded  water  are  precipitation  on  the  pro¬ 
tected  low  lands,  accumulation  of  runoff  from 
tributary  hill  lands,  and  seepages  from  the 
Mississippi  River.  Most  of  the  accumulated 
water  collects  near  the  middle  and  third 
lower  end  of  the  district. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  Pro¬ 
vide  pumping  plants  adjacent  to  the  gravity 
outlets  of  Maeystown  Creek  and  Fountain 
Creek.  The  greatest  excess  of  benefits  over 
costs  would  be  realized  with  pumping  capaci¬ 
ties  of  600  and  30  cubic  feet  per  second,  re¬ 
spectively.  Raise  the  grade  of  the  levee  for 
1,000  feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  plants 
to  prevent  possible  overtopping  and  crevas- 
slng  in  the  immediate  vicinities. 
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Estimated  cost  (price  level,  JvUy  1960) : 

Fedei^ _ $1,112,000 

Non-Federal _  700 


Total— . - .  1,112,700 


Project  economics: 


Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortliation...-. _ 

$12, 800 

28,800 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  major 
replarttmpnt. 

$28,800 

Total _ 

28,800 

71,600 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ .............. 

110,000 

36,500 

TnrtTWL^d  land  nsft . 

Total 

146,500 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  Maeystown  Creek,  2.1; 
Foimtaln  Creek,  1.7. 

Local  cooperation:  (a)  Provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rlghts-of-way  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project;  (b)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  (c)  maintain  and  op¬ 
erate  .the  project.  Including  the  pumping 
plants,  after  completion  In  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  and  (d)  prevent  encroachment  on 
Improved  channels  and  ponding  areas  and. 
If  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  Impaired, 
provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equi¬ 
valent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without 
cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies; 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  This  project  would  provide  for 
badly  needed  drainage  on  several  thousand 
acres  of  highly  productive  land.  The  Instal¬ 
lation  of  piunplng  plants  Is  amply  Justified 
and  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
are  proper.  The  committee  urges  adoption 
of  the  project. 

COLUMBIA  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 
NO.  3,  ILLINOIS 
(H.  Doc.  No.  543,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  Mississippi  River  fiood  plain  in 
Monroe  County,  Ill.,  between  river  miles  156 
and  166  above  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority :  House  and  Senate  Public  Works 
Committees  resolutions  adopted  June  17, 
1948,  and  June  18,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project:  The  existing  Federal 
project  for  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee 
District  No.  3  provides  for  raising  and  en¬ 
larging  20.1  miles  of  river  front  and  fiank 
levee  and  constructing  appurtenant  works. 
Including  nine  gravity-drainage  structures. 
Construction  of  the  work  was  essentially 
completed  In  1958. 

Flood  problem:  Although  the  menace  of 
direct  flooding  from  the  Mississippi  River 
has  been  largely  eliminated  by  levees,  there 
remains  the  problem  of  removing  impounded 
Interior  drainage.  The  sources  of  the  Im¬ 
pounded  water  are  precipitation  on  the  pro¬ 
tected  lowlands,  accumulation  of  runofi 
from  tributary  hill  lands,  and  seepage  from 
the  Mississippi  River.  The  accumulated 
water  collects  near  the  middle  third  and 
lower  end  of  the  district.  Under  ordinary 
circumstances,  this  area  Is  drained  by 
Franey  Lake  ditch.  Long  Slash,  Dogwood 
Slough,  and  Shehan  Lake  ditch. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  The 
District  engineer  finds  that  the  most  suit¬ 
able  plan  for  reducing  Impoundment  flooding 
would  be  to  provide  pumping  plants  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  outlets  of  Long  Slash  and 


Franey  Lake  ditch.  Drainage  from  Shehan 
Lake  ditch  and  Dogwood  Slough  would  be 
diverted  to  Long  Slash  by  ditches  1,300  and 
1,200  feet  In  length.  He  finds  that  the  great¬ 
est  excess  of  benefits  over  costs  would  be 
realized  with  pumpdng  capacities  of  200  and 
30  cubic  feet  per  second,  respectively.  The 
district  engineer  proposes  to  raise  the  grade 
of  the  levee  by  2  feet  for  a  distance  of  1.000 
feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  stations  to 
prevent  possible  overtopping  and  crevasslng 
In  the  Immediate  vicinities.  Local  interests 
would  construct  onfarm  drainage  ditches  on 
about  700  acres  of  land. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January 
1961) : 

Federal _ $986,000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 


Total _  992,  000 

Project  economics: 


Fed¬ 

eral 

Non- 

Fed¬ 

eral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Long  Slash  ditch: 

Interest  and  amortization. 
Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  _ 

$31, 320 

$170 

7,700 

1,660 

50 

$31, 490 

7,700 

1,660 

60 

Major  roplflop-mont 

Loss  of  productivity _ 

Total . . 

Franey  Lake  ditch; 

Interest  and  amortization. 
Maintenance  and  opera- 

31,320 

9,580 

40,900 

6,735 

85 

3,900 

560 

20 

6,820 

3,900 

560 

20 

Replacements _ 

Loss  of  productivity _ 

Total . . 

6,735 

4,565 

11,300 

Long 

Slash 

ditch 

Franey 

Lake 

ditch 

Total 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . 

Total . . 

$33,200 

19,700 

$8,200 

7,600 

$41,400 

27,200 

52,900 

15,700 

68,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  Long  Slash  ditch,  1.3; 
Franey  Lake  ditch,  1.4. 

Local  cooperation :  Provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rlghts-of-way  for  the  construction  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
maintain  and  operate  the  project.  Including 
the  pumping  plants,  after  completion  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  Improved  channels  and  ponding 
areas,  and.  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities 
are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage 
capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity 
promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  This  project  would  provide  for 
badly  needed  drainage  on  several  thousand 
acres  of  highly  productive  land.  The  In¬ 
stallation  of  piunplng  plants  is  amply  Justi¬ 
fied  and  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  are  pr(^r.  The  committee  urges  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  project. 

PRAIRIE  DU  PONT  LEVEE  AND  SANITARY 
DISTRICT,  ILLINOIS 

(H.  Doc.  No.  540,  87th  Cong.) 

Location :  The  district  lies  on  the  left  bank 
of  the  Mississippi  River  between  miles  166 
and  175  above  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  River. 


Authority:.  House  Public  Works  Committee 
June  17,  1948,  and  August  20,  1957,  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee,  July  18,  1957. 

Existing  project:  The  existing  Federal 
project  for  Prairie  du  Pont  Levee  and  Sani¬ 
tary  District  provides  for  raising  and  enlarg¬ 
ing  15.2  miles  of  riverfront  and  fiank  levee 
and  constructing  appurtenant  works,  in¬ 
cluding  nine  gravity-drainage  structures. 
The  work  was  scheduled  for  completion  In 
1961.  Nine  main  ditches  and  streams  tra¬ 
verse  the  lowest  portions  of  the  area. 

Flood  problem:  Substantial  and  repetitive 
damages  have  occurred  due  to  blocked  Inte¬ 
rior  drainage  when  stages  on  the  Mississippi 
River  exceeded  15  to  30  feet  on  the  Market 
Street  gage  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.  Drainage  would 
be  blocked  at  least  once  almost  every  year, 
varying  in  duration  from  a  few  days  to  a 
maximum  of  147  days.  The  Palmer  Creek 
drainage  area,  the  largest  In  the  district,  is 
affected  by  a  river  stage  of  15  feet.  Old 
Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  (east)  area  Is  affected 
by  a  river  stage  of  20  feet,  and  the  remaining 
areas  are  affected  by  a  river  stage  of  30  feet. 
Blocked  drainage  occurs  generally  during  the 
planting  season,  March  through  July. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  Pro¬ 
vide  pumping  plants  adjacent  to  the  outlets 
of  Palmer  Creek,  Old  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek 
(west).  Palling  Springs  Ditch,  and  Old 
Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  (east).  The  greatest 
excess  of  benefits  over  costs  would  be  real¬ 
ized  with  pumping  capacities  of  225,  35,  5, 
and  17  cubic  feet  per  second,  respectively. 
The  district  engineer  proposes  to  raise  the 
grade  of  the  levee  by  2  feet  for  a  distance  of 
1,000  feet  on  each  side  of  the  pumping  sta¬ 
tions  to  Insure  against  overtopping  In  the 
Immediate  vicinities. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  July  1961) : 

Federal - $921,000 

Non-Federal _  4,  300 


Total— . . . .  925,  300 

Project  economics: 


Fed¬ 

eral 

Non- 

Fed¬ 

eral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... 
Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tions  .  .  . . . . 

(0 

$16,800 

m 

Total . 

$52,100 

Annual  benefits: 

Damagp.s  prevented  .  . 

167,800 

53,800 

Increased  land  use _ ..... 

Total _ 

211,600 

•  Breakdown  not  available. 


Benefit-cost  ratio:  4.1. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rlghts-of-way  for  the  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  and  operate  the  project, 
including  the  pumping  plants,  after  com¬ 
pletion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and 
prevent  encroachment  on  Improved  channels 
and  ponding  areas,  and  if  ponding  areas  and 
capacities  are  Impaired,  provide  substitute 
storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  ca¬ 
pacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United 
States. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  : 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  This  project  would  provide  for 
badly,  needed  drainage  on  several  thousand 
acres  of  highly  productive  land.  The  In¬ 
stallation  of  pumping  plants  Is  amply  Jus- 
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tlfled  and  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation  are  proper.  The  committee  urges 
adoption  of  the  project. 

RICHLAND  CREEK,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  No.  571,  87th  Cong.) 

Location;  Richland  Creek  lies  in  Monroe, 
St.  Clair,  and  Randolph  Counties  in  south¬ 
eastern  Illinois.. 

Authority:  Senate  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  resolutions  adopted  September  16,  1948, 
and  July  18,  1957,  and  House  Public  Works 
Committee  resolution  adopted  August  20, 
1957. 

Existing  project:  None. 

Flood  problem:  The  urban  area  of  the  city 
of  Belleville  has  experienced  floods  with  some 
loss  of  life.  The  rural  area  (reach  3)  is 
mainly  agricultural  and,  being  generally  flat, 
floods  with  accompanying  destruction  of 
crops. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  The 
district  engineer  has  determined  that  the 
plan  of  improvement  which  would  afford 
the  greatest  overall  beneflt  to  the  Richland 
Creek  Basin  would  consist  of:  (a)  the  two 
detention  reservoirs  proposed  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service:  and  (b)  urban  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  of  maximum  capacity  con¬ 
sistent  with  space  limitations  through  Belle¬ 
ville,  including  necessary  bridge  modiflca- 
tions,  and  clearing,  cleaning,  and  rectlflcatlon 
of  the  existing  channel  in  the  rural  reach 
3  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  These  improve¬ 
ments  would  provide  protection  against  the 
standard  project  flood  in  the  urban  reach 
through  Belleville  and  against  the  2-year 
flood  in  reach  3. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January 


1961) : 

Federal _ $4,995,000 

Non-Federal _  674,  000 

Total _  5,  569,  000 

Project  economics; 

Annual  charge _  $233,  400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  273,  900 

Other  (enhancement) _ -  36,300 

Total _  310,  200 


Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.3. 

local  cooperation:  (a)  Provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  right-of-way  necessary  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project;  (b)  provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  of 
highways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities  made  necessary  by  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project;  (c)  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  (d)  maintain  the  im¬ 
proved  channel  after  completion  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army;  (e)  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  improved  channel;  and  (f)  at 
least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that 
the  project  will  not  provide  protection  In 
the  agricultural  reaches  against  major  floods. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies : 

Department  of  the  Interior;  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 
Suggest  coordination  with  Soil  Conservation 
Service  prior  to  construction. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  committee  notes  that  excel¬ 
lent  coordination  has  been  accomplished  be¬ 
tween  the  Corps  of  Engineers  amd  the  Soil 
Conservation  ^rvice  in  developing  an  over¬ 
all  plan  of  improvement  for  the  area.  The 
committee  urges  adoption  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  project. 


PECATONICA  RIVER,  ILL.  AND  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  639,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  In  south  central  Wisconsin  and 
north  central  Illinois. 

Authority:  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946. 

Existing  project;  An  authorized  local  pro¬ 
tection  project  at  Freei>ort,  Ill. 

Flood  problem:  This  basin  is  subject  to 
flooding  during  all  seasons  of  the  year. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement;  Con¬ 
sists  of  about  6,000  feet  of  channel  improve¬ 
ment,  4,500  feet  of  levee,  780  feet  of  con¬ 
crete  floodwall,  three  closure  structures,  a 
pumping  plant,  drainage  facilities,  and  modi¬ 
fication  of  a  highway  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level) : 

Federal _ _ _  $850,  000 

Non-Federal _  182,  000 


Total _  1,  032,  000 


Project  economics: 


Federal 

$31,400 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  cliarges: 

Interest  and  amortization... 
Maintenance  and  operation. 

Total _ ...  _ 

Annual  benefits:  Damages 

$8;  500 
3,200 

$39,900 

3,200 

31,400 

11,700 

43. 100 

45.100 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.05. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow 
areas  and  spoil-disposal  areas,  necessary 
for  the  construction  of  the  project;  accom¬ 
plish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of  build¬ 
ings,  utilities,  highway  bridges,  roads,  and 
other  facilities  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army;  prevent  any  encroachment  on  the 
flood  channels  “and  ponding  areas  which 
would  decrease  the  effectiveness  of  the  flood 
control  improvements,  and  if  ponding  areas 
and  capacities  are  impaired  promptly  pro¬ 
vide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent 
pumping  capacity:  and  at  least  annually  no¬ 
tify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not 
provide  complete  flood  protection. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois;  Favorable. 

State  of  Wisconsin:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  Bureau  of  the  Budget:  No 
objection. 

Remarks:  The  committee  considers  that 
the  proposed  project  for  Darlington  is  ur¬ 
gently  needed  and  should  be  adopted  at  this 
time,  although  the  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is 
marginal. 

ROCK  RIVER,  ROCKFORD,  ILL. 

(S.  Doc.  No.  142,  87th  Cong.) 

Location :  The  city  of  Rockford  is  situated 
along  both  banks  of  Rock  River  about  17 
miles  south  of  the  Illlnois-Wisconsin  State 
boundary. 

Authority:  Senate  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  resolution  adopted  March  31,  1953. 

Existing  project;  There  are  no  authorized 
Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control  projects  at 
Rockford. 

Flood  problem:  Areas  in  Rockford  and 
vicinity  suffering  greatest  flood  damages  are 
along  both  the  North  and  South  Branches 
of  Kent  Creek  and  along  Keith  Creek  within 
the  city.  Since  early  1926,  about  nine  major 
floods  have  occurred  in  the  Rockford  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  Con¬ 
sist  of  channel  enlargement  and  realinement. 


October  U 

levees,  and  appurtenant  works  on  the  North 
Branch  Kent  Creek  and  in  the  portion  of 
Kent  Creek  below  the  confluence  of  the 
North  and  South  Branches;  a  relief  channel 
to  divert  a  portion  of  the  flood  flows  of  the 
South  Branch  Kent  Creek  to  Rock  River,  and 
channel  improvements  on  South  Braneh 
downstream  from  the  point  of  diversion. 
Estimated  cost:  (price  level  of  1960)  : 

Federal _ _ _ $7,  228,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  068,  000 


Total _  8.  296,  000 

Project  economics : 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.- 
Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion _ _ 

$263, 200 

49,700 

$300 

11,300 

6,200 

$263,500 

61,000 

6,200 

I>oss  of  productivity _ 

Total _ 

312,900 

17,800 

330,700 

683,500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages 
prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio;  2.1. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  and  spoil-disposal  areas  nec¬ 
essary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works;  bear  the 
costs  of  all  relocation  and  alterations  of 
bridges,  buildings,  structures,  sewers,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  other  improvements,  except  rail¬ 
road  bridges  and  approaches,  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  construction  of  the  project;  maintain 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army;  and  prescribe  and  enforce  regu¬ 
lations  to  prevent  enroachments  on  the  im¬ 
proved  channels  and  on  ponding  areas. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  Since  early  1926,  about  nine  ma¬ 
jor  floods  have  occurred  in  the  Rockford  area. 
The  most  recent  major  damaging  flood  in  the 
area  occurred  in  July  1952  when  at  least  1,000 
persons  evacuated  their  residences  for  several 
days.  A  recurrence  of  the  July  1952  flood 
under  present  conditions  would  cause  dam¬ 
ages  estimated  at  $2,260,000  in  the  Kent 
Creek  Basin.  The  benefits  amply  Justify  a 
project  at  Rockford. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER,  URBAN  AREAS  PROM  HAMP¬ 
TON,  ILL.,  TO  MILE  300 
(H.  Doc.  No.  564,  87th  Cong.) 

Location :  The  reach  of  the  Mississippi 
River  under  consideration  is  that  between 
river  miles  300  and  492  in  Illinois,  Missouri, 
and  Iowa. 

Authority;  Two  resolutions  by  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Flood  Control,  both  adopted  Sep¬ 
tember  18,  1944. 

Existing  project:  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
projects  pertinent  to  this  study  are  the  Coral- 
ville  Reservoir  on  the  Iowa  River  (in  opera¬ 
tion)  ,  the  Red  Rock  Reservoir  in  Des  Moines 
River  (under  construction),  the  Saylorville 
Reservoir  on  Des  Moines  River  (in  the  plan¬ 
ning  stage),  and  several  local  protection 
projects  for  urban  and  rural  areas. 

Flood  problem:  Recent  floods  occurred  in 
1961,  1952,  and  1960,  with  maximum  flows 
of  225,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Clinton, 
about  290,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  Keo¬ 
kuk,  and  324,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at 
Hannibal.  Floods  are  of  comparatively  long 
duration,  and  causes  extensive  damage. 
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Flooding  In  the  reach  occtirs  on  the  average 
of  once  every  2  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  Im¬ 
provements  for  flood  control  along  the 
Mississippi  River  at  Rock  Island,  Ill.;  Hanni¬ 
bal.  Mo.;  and  Gregory  Drainage  District,  Mo.; 
consisting  of  levees,  floodwalls,  gated  drain¬ 
age  structmes,  pmnping  plant,  railroad  ad¬ 
justments  and  appurtenant  works.  Any  one 
of  the  three  units  may  be  undertaken 
Independently  of  the  others. 

Estimated  cost  (May  1961  price  level) : 

Federal _ »  $9,  289,000 

Non-Federal _  634,  000 


Total— . . .  9, 923,  000 

1  $3,850,000  for  Rock  Island,  $4,394,000  for 
Hannibal,  and  $1,045,000  for  Gregory  Drain¬ 
age  District. 

Project  economics: 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization . 
Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion..: _ 

$344, 500 

$30. 700 

50,900 

$375,200 

60,900 

Total . . 

344,600 

81,600 

426, 100 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  dam- 

577,300 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.3  (Bock  Island,  1.4; 
Gregory  Drainage  District,  2.0;  and  Hanni¬ 
bal,  1.2). 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way;  modify  or  relo¬ 
cate  facilities,  except  railroads;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate  the  completed  works; 
and  at  Hannibal,  prevent  encroachment  on 
the  ponding  area  adjacent  to  the  pumping 
station.  Local  interests  will  provide  the  re¬ 
quired  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agrlcultme :  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri;  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois;  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  committee  notes  that  im¬ 
provements  lor  flood  control  along  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  at  Bock  Island,  Ill.,  Hannibal, 
Mo.,  and  Gregory  Drainage  District,  Mo.,  are 
amply  Justlfled. 

MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  URBAN  AREAS  FROM  HAMPTON, 
ILL.,  TO  CASSVILLE,  WIS. 

(H.  Doc.  450,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  The  reach  of  the  Mississippi 
River  from  Hampton,  Ill.,  mile  491.8,  to  the 
vicinity  of  Cassville,  Wis.,  mile  606.7,  above 
the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority:  This  interim  report  is  in  partial 
response  to  two  resolutions  adopted  Septem¬ 
ber  18,  1944,  by  the  Committee  on  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  project:  The  only  existing  Corps 
of  Engineers  local  flood  control  project  in 
this  reach  is  a  levee  with  appurtenant  works 
to  protect  the  town  of  Sabula,  Iowa.  Con¬ 
struction  was  completed  in  November  1957, 
at  a  Federal  cost  of  $411,915. 

Flood  problem:  The  flood  plain  in  the 
reach  of  the  Mississippi  River  considered  in 
this  report  contains  17  urban  areas.  The 
problem  is  the  reoccurrlng  flood  damage  in 
these  urban  areas.  Ten  major  floods  of 
record  occurred  during  the  period  1880  to 
1954.  Average  annual  flood  damages  under 
present  conditions  of  development  at  the 
communities  investigated  are  estimated  at 
$1,336,800,  of  which  90  percent  are  at 
Dubuque  and  Clinton, 


Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  The 
plan  provides  for  improvements  for  flood 
control  at  Dubuque,  Iowa,  consisting  of 
levees,  floodwalls,  and  appurtenant  works, 
including  a  navigation  opening  at  the  mouth 
of  Dubuque  Harbor. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level,  July  1959) : 

Federal _ $5,350,000 

Non-Federal _  150,  000 


Total- . ^ -  6,  500,  000 

Project  economics: 


Federal 

Nbn- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . 
Maintenance  and-  oper¬ 
ating.  _ 

$200,900 

$7,350 

12,760 

$208,250 

12,750 

Total . 

200,900 

20,100 

221,000 

291, 400 

Annual  benefits:  Damages 

prftvftntftd 

Benefit-cost  ratio :  1.3. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction 
of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army;  modify  or  relocate  buildings, 
utilities,  sewers,  and  other  facilities  where 
necessary  in  the  construction  of  the  project. 
Including  necessary  widening  of  levees  to 
provide  for  roadways;  and  obtain  legal  con¬ 
trol  over  pondage  areas  and  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  until  substitute  pondage  or  in¬ 
creased  pumping  capacity  has  been  provided 
at  local  expense.  OSicials  of  the  city  of 
Dubuque  have  Indicated  their  willingness  to 
comply  with  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies : 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa :  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
No  objection. 

Remarks;  The  committee  notes  that  the 
proposed  improvements  for  flood  control  at 
Dubuque,  Iowa,  are  economically  Justlfled 
and  urgently  needed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  Illinois 
is  uniquely  situated  in  this  respect.  The 
State  operates  with  and  out  of  five  dif¬ 
ferent  and  distinct  district  offices  of  the 
U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  Three  of  the 
offices  are  located  within  Illinois;  one  is 
located  at  St.  Louis;  and  one  is  located 
at  Louisville. 

A  variety  of  projects  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  because  of  the  Wabash  River 
boundary  on  the  Indiana  side;  the  Mis- 
sisippi  River  boundary  on  the  west;  the 
Great  Lakes  and  all  the  harbor  improve¬ 
ments  that  go  along  with  them;  the 
turning  basins  and  harbors  which  are 
now  a  part  of  the  commercial  structure 
of  the  city  of  Chicago;  and  the  fact  that 
the  Ohio  River  washes  the  toe  of  the 
State.  Then  there  is  the  crisscrossing 
of  the  rivers  in  great  variety,  some  of 
which  have  been  improved,  and  on  which 
a  large  amount  of  waterborne  commerce 
has  developed. 

In  addition,  there  are  rivers  within 
the  State  which  are  in  process  of  im¬ 
provement,  and  which  will  also  generate 
large  quantities  of  commerce  in  due 
time. 


We  have  worked  extensively  over  a 
period  of  years  on  those  projects,  in¬ 
cluding  those  in  the  Wabash  Basin. 

I  wish  to  take  time  now  to  pay  tribute 
to  one  of  the  members  of  my  staff,  Mr. 
WiUiam  Stevens,  who  has  done  very 
thorough  work  and  has  constantly  pur¬ 
sued  these  projects,  whatever  their  char¬ 
acter  might  be.  He  has  performed  his 
work  magnificently  and  has  exercised 
care,  diligence,  and  caution  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  all  figures  were  correct,  that 
the  authority  always  existed;  that  if  it 
did  not  exist,  it  was  provided;  and  that 
where  there  were  lapses  or  where  funds 
were  appropriated  and  authority  did  not 
exist,  that  difficulty  or  that  hiatus  was 
properly  remedied.  So  while  he  is  in  the 
Chamber,  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  him, 
because  he  has  performed  a  great  labor 
in  behalf  of  all  the  people  in  every  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  propound  a  unanimous-consent 
request,  which  I  think  has  been  cleared 
with  all  Senators  concerned. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  on  the 
two  amendments  to  be  offered  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs]  30  minutes  be  allotted  to  each,  15 
minutes  to  a  side  and  that  on  all  other 
amendments,  20  minutes  be  allotted  to 
each,  10  minutes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  perhaps 
I  misunderstood  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader.  I  understood  there  would 
be  30  minutes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Vei-y  well;  that  is 
all  right. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Speaking  for  myself,  I 
have  no  objection  to  30  minutes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  As  to  the  other 
amendments,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  10  minutes  be  allotted  to  each,  5 
minutes  to  a  side.  I  understand  there 
are  only  two  or  three  other  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair).  Does  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  ask  that  the  time  on  the 
Boggs  amendments  be  limited  to  1  hour, 
30  minutes  to  a  side;  and  that  on  all 
other  amendments  the  time  be  limited 
to  10  minutes  each,  5  minutes  to  a  side? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object — and  I  shall  not  ob¬ 
ject — will  the  Senator  from  Montana 
permit  me  to  have  1  minute  on  his  time 
limitation  to  make  a  brief  statement  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Fii’st,  I  should  like 
to  have  the  proposal  agi’eed  to;  then  the 
Senator  from  New  York  may  make  his 
statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Montana?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  in  March 
of  this  year  I  introduced  S.  3072,  to  seek 
additional  authorization  for  the  Great 
Lakes-Hudson  River  Waterway,  which  is 
known  to  us  in  New  York  as  the  Barge 
Canal,  on  which  the  State  of  New  York 
has  expended  considerable  sums  of 
money  for  the  improvement  of  naviga¬ 
tion. 

I  am  gratified  to  know  that  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  $1  million  is  provided  in  the  bilL 
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I  express  my  appreciation  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  I  Mr.  Kerr!  and  to  the 
committee,  on  behalf  of  my  colleague 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating]  and  my¬ 
self,  for  accommodating  this  project  in 
the  bill.  It  is  an  extremely  important 
and  worthwhile  project  for  the  commerce 
of  New  York  and  for  the  commerce  of 
the  Nation,  as  well.  The  people  of  the 
State  of  New  York  will  be  encouraged  by 
this  authorization. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous -consent  request,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield  1  minute  to 
me? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  have  no 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  if  the  time  consumed  by 
him  is  not  charged  to  my  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  will  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  on  my  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
that  the  people  of  my  State  are  sin¬ 
cerely  grateful  for  the  fair  considera¬ 
tion  they  have  received  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  respect  to  projects  for  Ore¬ 
gon.  It  was  my  privilege  to  present, 
with  my  able  colleague,  Mrs.  Neuber- 


GER,  the  case  for  the  State  of  Oregon 
with  respect  to  a  series  of  these  proj¬ 
ects,  such  as  the  40-foot  channel  in  the 
Columbia  River;  the  Rogue  River  Ba¬ 
sin;  the  Columbia  River  Basin;  and 
other  projects  which  are  included  in  the 
report. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
data  sheet  on  the  Rogue  River  project 
as  well  a  brief  summary  of  it  and 
other  Oregon  projects,  as  contained  in 
the  committee  report. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
sheet  and  summaries  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows; 

Rogue  Basin  Project  Data  Sheet 

General  purpose :  Rogue  River  Basin  is 
nationally  known  for  its  fishery,  scenic,  and 
recreation  resources.  Lumbering,  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  recreation  are  its  principal  indus¬ 
tries.  The  basin  has  numerous  natural  re¬ 
sources;  a  rapidly  growing  population,  and 
a  great  potential  for  development.  The  wa¬ 
ter  resource  needs  of  the  basin  include  flood 
control,  irrigation,  water  supply,  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  water  quality  control, 
electric  power  generation,  and  provision  for 
increased  recreational  use.  The  purpose  of 
the  project  is  to  solve  these  needs.  The  plan 
is  multipurpose,  comprehensive,  and  adapt¬ 
able  to  continued  development. 


October  i 

tance  of  5  miles,  with  two  tvunlng  basins  30 
feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide,  and  approxi¬ 
mately  2,000  and  3,000  feet  long  for  the 
upper  and  lower  basins,  respectively.  The 
project  has  been  completed. 

Navigation  problem:  Inadequate  channel 
depth  and  width  for  vessels  now  using  the 
waterway  between  the  mouth  of  Willamette 
River  and  Vancouver.  Groundings  and  dam¬ 
age  to  ships  have  been  prevented  by  light 
loading  and,  during  low  river  stages,  running 
the  tides. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement:  Pro¬ 
vides  for  a  channel  in  the  Columbia  River 
35  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Willamette  River  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  Bridge  at  Vancouver,  Wash.,  with  two 
turning  basins  35  feet  deep,  800  feet  wide, 
and  2,000  and  6,000  feet  long  for  the  upper 
and  lower  basins,  respectively. 

Estimated  cost  (fourth  quarter  price 
level  of  1959) : 

Federal _ $492,  600 

Non-Pederal _  17,  900 


Total _  510,  400 


Project  economics: 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortiza- 

$17,060 

48,000 

$840 

0 

$18,  .MIO 
48.000 

Total- . - . 

65, 600 

840 

66.  5(K) 

Annual  benefits: 
I'ransportatlon  savings. 

159.  770 
12.000 

Total . 

171.  770 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  2.6. 

Local  cooperation:  Contribute  in  cash  3.5 
percent  of  the  construction  cost,  presently 
estimated  at  $17,900  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  construction;  provide  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  including  spoil  disposal 
areas;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berth¬ 
ing  areas  and  local  access  channels  com¬ 
mensurate  with  project  depths;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
provide  and  maintain  public  terminal  facil¬ 
ities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  in¬ 
terests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

, State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks;  Lack  of  depth  in  the  presently 
authorized  channel  requires  partial  loading 
of  the  larger  ships  and  causes  delays  to  many 
ships  in  waiting  for  a  high  tide  to  navi¬ 
gate  the  channel.  The  proposed  improve¬ 
ment  will  minimize  delays,  permit  full  load¬ 
ing  of  ships,  and  reduce  present  hazards  to 
vessels.  The  committee  considers  the  pro¬ 
ject  to  be  well  justified  and  the  local  con¬ 
tribution  to  be  appropriate  in  view  of  the 
enhanced  land  values  resulting  from  deposi¬ 
tion  of  spoil. 

COLUMBIA  AND  LOWER  WILLAMETTE  RIVERS 

BELOW  VANCOUVER,  WASH.,  AND  PORTLAND, 

OREG. 

(H.  Doc.  452,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  The  Columbia  River  rises  in 
British  Columbia,  enters  the  United  States 
in  northeastern  Washington,  flows  southerly 
to  its  confluence  with  the  Snake  River, 
thence  westerly  along  the  Oregon-Washing- 
ton  boundary  to  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Authority;  Resolutions  by  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  March  14, 
1957,  and  April  9,  1957,  respectively. 


Principal 

structures 

Location 

Height 

(feet) 

Total 

capacity 

(acre- 

feet) 

Purixise 

Lost  Creek . 

Rogue  River . 

360 

465,000 

Flood  control,  irrigation,  water  supply,  fish  en¬ 
hancement,  wildlife  enhancement,  water  quality 
control,  power,  and  recreation. 

Elk  Creek  . 

Elk  Creek  . 

235 

101,000 

Flood  control,  imgatlon,  water  supply,  fish  en¬ 
hancement,  wUdlife  enlianccment,  water  quality 
control,  and  recreation. 

Applegate . 

Applegate  River.. 

230 

72,000 

Flood  control,  urlgation,  fish  enhancement,  wild¬ 
life  enhancement,  water  quality  control,  and 
recreation. 

Benefits 

Aimual 

benefits 

Per¬ 

cent 

Comments 

Flood  control . 

$1, 360, 000 

22 

Flood  control  benefits  are  the  difference  between  average  annual 
flood  damages  which  could  bo  expected  with  and  without  the 
project. 

Irrigation . 

925,000 

15 

Area  is  adapted  to  specialty  crops  (pears,  seeds,  berries).  Irriga¬ 
tion  will  not  Increase  surplus  crops. 

Water  supply . . 

322,700 

5 

Basin  communities  are  concerned  about  future  municipal  water 
supplies. 

Fish  and  wildlife . . 

1, 130, 200 

18 

Rogue  spawns  significant  anadromous  fishery;  harvested  from 
California  to  Alaska.  Project  will  also  enhance  the  famous 
sports  fishery. 

Power . 

1, 881, 700 

31 

Power  could  be  marketed  in  southern  Oregon — a  growing  area — or 
used  on  any  Coluinbia-Califomia  Intertie  to  firm  up  line  losses. 

Recreation . 

528,000 

9 

Basin  Is  a  recreation  area  of  renown,  attracting  visitors  nationally, 
but  short  on  lake  typo  of  recreation. 

Economic  Justification  (100-year  basis) :  Lost  Creek-Elk  Creek:  Benefit-cost  ratio,  1.51  to  1;  Applegate:  Benefit 
cost  ratio,  1.54  to  1. 

Endorsements: 

State  of  Oregon:  Governor,  water  resources  board,  game  commission,  fish  commission,  natural  resources 
commission.  ■ 

Counties  in  basin:  Jackson  County  court,  Josephine  County  court,  Curry  County  court. 

Cities  in  basin:  Medford,  Grants  Pass,  Rogue  River,  Gold  UiU,  particularly  water  supply. 

Conservation  groups:  Izaak  Walton  League  (National,  State,  Jackson  County,  and  Josephine  County), 
Oregon  Wildlife  Federation,  Rogue  Rod  &  Gun  Club,  Salmon  Unlimited. 

Agricultural  groups:  Jackson  and  Josephine  Pomona  Granges,  Jackson  and  Josephine  County  Farm  Bureaus, 
Medford  Irrigation  District,  Rogue  River  Valley  Irrigation  District,  Eagle  Point  Irrigation  District,  Sams 
Valley-Beagle  Water  Development  Association,  Rogue  Basin  Flood  Control  and  Water  Resources  Association- 
over  80  member  organizations. 


COLUMBIA  AND  LOWER  WILLAMETTE  RIVERS, 
OREG.  AND  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  203,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  The  Columbia  River  rises  in 
British  Columbia,  enters  the  United  States 
in  northeastern  Washington,  flows  southerly 
to  its  confluence  with  the  Snake  River, 
thence  westerly  along  the  Oregon-Washlng- 
ton  boundary  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The 
reach  of  the  Columbia  River  under  consid¬ 
eration  in  this  report  extends  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Willamette  River  upstream 


4.5  miles  to  Vancouver,  Wash.,  106  river 
miles  from  the  sea. 

Authority:  Resolutions  by  the  Senate  and 
House  Public  Works  Committees  adopted 
March  14,  1957,  and  April  9,  1957,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Existing  project:  Provides  for  a  channel  35 
feet  deep  and  600  feet  wide  from  the  mouth 
of  Columbia  River  to  Portland,  Oreg.  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  113  miles;  and  a  channel  30  feet 
deep  and  300  feet  wide  from  the  mouth  of 
Willamette  River  to  Vancouver,  Wash.,  a  dls- 


1962 
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Existing  project;  The  existing  project  Icm: 
the  Columbia  and  lower  Willamette  Rivers 
provides  for  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  600 
feet  wide  In  the  Columbia  River  from  about 
river  mile  3  to  the  mouth  of  Willamette 
River,  mile  101.6,  thence  30  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide  to  Vancouver,  river  mile  106.5; 
upper  and  lower  turning  basins  at  Vancou¬ 
ver;  a  channel  In  the  Willamette  River  35 
feet  deep  from  the  mouth  to  Portland,  a 
distance  of  about  11.6  miles;  numerous  side 
channels  and  connecting  waterways;  a  small- 
boat  mooring  basin  at  Astoria;  and  con¬ 
struction  of  stone  and  pile  dikes  and  re¬ 
vetments.  Local  Interests  have  provided 
channel  Improvements  and  maintenance  In 
addition  to  port  facilities.  Several  power 
and  navigation  dams  upstream  from  Van¬ 
couver  have  been  built  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Others,  either  under  construction 
or  authorized,  will  provide  slackwater  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Coliunbla  River  to  Pasco-Kenne- 
wlck.  Wash.,  river  mile  329,  and  on  the  Snake 
River  to  Lewiston,  Idaho,  river  mile  140. 

Navigation  problem:  With  the  present 
trend  to  use  of  larger  ships,  Increased  oper¬ 
ating  costs  will  be  Incurred  through  delays, 
light  loading,  and  possible  ship  damage.  The 
existing  project  dimensions  restrict  the  use 
of  larger  shlfw  and  eventually  will  limit  the 
commerce  carried  by  the  waterway. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement:  (a) 
A  channel  40  feet  deep  and  600  feet  wide 
from  Vancouver,  Wash.,  river  mile  105.5,  to 
the  mouth  of  Columbia  River,  river  mile  3; 
(b)  a  turning  basin  at  Vancouver,  Wash.,  40 
feet  deep,  800  feet  wide,  and  about  6,000 
feet  long;  (c)  a  turning  basin  at  Longview, 
Wash.,  40  feet  deep,  average  width  of  1,200 
feet,  and  about  6,000  feet  long;  and  (d)  a 
channel  40  feet  deep  In  Willamette  River 
with  varying  widths  of  600  to  1,900  feet,  from 
the  mouth,  river  mile  0,  to  Broadway  Bridge, 
river  mile  11.6,  which  encompasses  the  Port¬ 
land  Harbor  area;  with  the  provision  that 
accomplishments  of  that  portion  of  the  plan 
contained  in  Items  (a)  and  (b)  be  contin¬ 
gent  upon  accomplishment  of  improvements 
In  these  areas  recommended  In  Interim  re¬ 
port  on  Columbia  River  dated  March  31, 
1961. 

Estimated  cost  (1961  price  level) : 

Federal _ $20, 100,  000 

Non-Federal _  1 419,  000 


Total -  20,  619,  000 

'  Cash  contribution. 


Project  economics: 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortl- 
Tation 

$733, 000 

776,000 

$23,000 

$756, 000 

775,000 

Maintenance  and  op* 
eratlon-_». _ _ _ 

Tot,al _ 

1. 508, 000 

23, 000 

1, 531, 000 

Annual  benefits: 
Elimination  of  delays. 

2, 322, 000 

7,800 

-99,400 

84,800 

Elimination  of 
grotmdings _ 

Delays  In  entrance _ 

Land  enhancement... 

Total _ 

2,314,200 

Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.5. 

Local  cooperation:  Provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  con¬ 
struction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of 
the  project  and  of  aids  to  navigation;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense 
adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facil¬ 
ities;  accomplish  such  alterations  as  are  re¬ 
quired  In  utility  facilities;  assist  In  the  work 
of  Improving  and  maintaining  the  main  ship 
channel  in  Columbia  and  Willamette  Rivers; 


provide  and  maintain  depths  In  berthing 
areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the 
terminals  eommensurate  with  the  depths 
provided  in  the  related  project  areas;  and 
contribute  in  cash  1.8  percent  of  the  cost  of 
construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Local  Interests  have  Indicated  willingness  to 
provide  required  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington;  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  committee  recognizes  that, 
with  the  present  channels  and  the  trend  to 
use  of  larger  ships,  increased  operating  costs 
will  be  Incurred  through  delays,  light  load¬ 
ing,  and  jxjsslble  ship  damage.  Also,  that 
the  existing  dimensions  will  restrict  the  use 
of  larger  ships  and  eventually  limit  the  com¬ 
merce  carried  by  the  waterway.  Improve¬ 
ment  Is  desirable.  In  view  of  the  land  en¬ 
hancement  from  use  of  spoil  to  fill  low  areas 
to  a  fiood-free  level,  the  proposed  local  con¬ 
tribution  is  considered  appropriate. 

ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN,  OREG.  AND  CAUP. 

(H.  Doc.  No.  566,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  Rogue  River  Basin  is  located  in 
southwestern  Oregon  and  nothern  California 
with  Oregon  containing  about  97  percent  of 
the  basin  area. 

Authority:  Public  Law  183  approved  July 
1,  1935,  and  Flood  Control  Acts  of  1936  and 
1958. 

Existing  project:  The  corps  has  provided  7 
minor  local  protection  works  under  emer¬ 
gency  and  continuing  authorities  at  total 
cost  of  $316,000.  Navigation  project  now 
under  construction  at  mouth  of  river  will 
provide  13-foot  project  and  cost  $3.5  million. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  constructed  16,- 
000  klUowatt  powerplant  on  tributary.  Lo¬ 
cal  interests  have  Irrigation  facilities  for 
about  72,000  acres.  Of  9  organized  districts 
serving  42,000  acres,  3  have  storage  facilities. 
There  Is  a  small  reservoir  for  water  supply 
and  8  private  hydroelectric  plants  with  a 
total  capacity  of  about  56,000  kilowatts. 

Flood  problem:  Flood  damages  occur  in 
the  Rogue  River  Basin  In  a  number  of  dis¬ 
continuous  areas  along  the  main  stream  and 
Its  principal  tributaries.  The  most  recent 
major  flood  occurred  In  1955  and  inimdated 
more  than  13,000  acres  of  land. 

Recommended  plan  of  Improvement: 
Three  multiple-purpose  reservoirs.  A  rock 
and  gravel  embankment  dam  at  Lost  Creek 
site,  360  feet  high  with  usable  storage  ca¬ 
pacity  of  315,000  acre-feet.  A  rock  and  gravel 
embankment  dam  at  Elk  Creek  site,  235  feet 
high  with  usable  storage  capacity  of  95,000 
acre-feet.  An  earth  and  gravel  embankment 
dam  at  the  Applegate  River  site,  230  feet 
high  with  usable  storage  capacity  of  65,000 
acre-feet. 

Estimated  cost — (all  Federal,  July  1961 
price  level) : 

Lost  Creek  Dam _  $74,  500,  000 

Elk  Creek  Dam _  17,  500,  000 

Applegate  Dam _  14,  700,  000 


Total _ >106,700,000 

>  Of  this  amount,  $5,977,000  and  $16,592,- 
000  will  be  repaid  by  local  Interests  for 
water  supply  and  Irrigation,  respectively. 


Project  economics; 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $3, 191,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and 

replacement _  802,  400 

Taxes  foregone  and  economic 

cost _  78,  800 


Total . . .  4,  072,  200 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  $1,  360,  000 

Irrigation _  925, 000 

Water  supply _  322,  700 

Fish  and  wildlife _  1, 130,  200 

Power _  1,  881,  700 

Recreation _  528,  000 


Total _  6, 147,  600 


Benefit-cost  ratio:  1.5. 

Local  cooperation;  Prior  to  construction, 
they  will  agree  to  reimburse  the  United 
States  for  first  costs  and  annual  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  municipal  and  Industrial  water  sup¬ 
ply  storage,  presently  estimated  at  $6,977,- 
000  and  $24,900,  respectively:  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  make  necessary  arrangements 
for  repayment  of  that  part  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  and  annual  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  Irriga¬ 
tion,  presently  estimated  at  $13,007,000  and 
$66,500,  respectively,  for  the  Lost  Creek-Elk 
Creek  Reservoirs  and  $3,585,000  and  $9,900, 
respectively,  for  the  Applegate  Reservoir; 
and  the  State  of  Oregon  take  necessary  ac¬ 
tion  to  Insure  maintenance.  In  the  streams, 
of  fiows  to  be  released  for  benefit  of  the 
fishery.  Local  Interests  have  Indicated  will¬ 
ingness  to  cooperate. 

Remarks:  The  committee  recognizes  the 
need  for  comprehensive  development  of  the 
water  resources  of  the  Rogue  River  Basin  for 
fiood  control,  irrigation,  water  supply,  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement,  recreation,  and 
power.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  proposed  Improvements  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  serve  these  purposes.  The 
committee  considers  it  desirable  that  the 
authorizing  legislation  clearly  Indicate  that 
the  project  is  to  be  located,  constructed,  and 
operated  to  accomplish  the  benefits  as  set 
forth  and  described  in  the  report  and  ap¬ 
pendixes,  and  that  In  the  years  of  short 
water  supply  all  users  will  share  the  avail¬ 
able  water  In  the  same  proportions  that  they 
would  share  the  total  full  supply  when  It  Is 
available,  and  that  no  further  water -use 
allocations  will  be  made  from  the  authorized 
storage  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible 
benefits  to  authorized  uses  during  the  pe¬ 
riods  of  adversity  when  storage  shortages 
occur. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  WASHINGTON, 

OREGON,  IDAHO,  MONTANA,  WTOMING,  NEVADA, 

AND  UTAH 

(H.  DOC.  403,  87th  Cong.) 

Location:  The  Columbia  River  Basin  is 
located  In  the  Northwest  portion  of  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  and  Includes  most  of 
the  States  of  Washington.  Oregon,  and  Idaho, 
western  Montana  and  small  areas  in  Wyo¬ 
ming.  Nevada,  and  Utah.  The  basin  also 
includes  the  southeastern  drainage  of  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia,  Canada. 

Authority:  Resolution,  Senate  Committee 
on  PubUc  Works,  adopted  July  28,  1955  and 
other  resplutlons. 

Existing  project:  A  total  of  10 Vi  million 
acre-feet  of  storage,  sufilcient  to  control 
major  fioods  to  1,030,000  cubic  feet  per  sec¬ 
ond  Is  presently  available  at  Federal  and 
non-Federal  projects  existing  or  under  con¬ 
struction.  A  navigable  channel  9  feet  deep 
and  250  feet  wide  Is  authorized  on  the  main 
stem  to  the  head  of  McNary  pool  (mile  352) 
and  on  Snake  River  to  mile  10.0.  Existing, 
under  construction,  and  authorized  Federal 
projects  have  an  aggregate  installed  hydro¬ 
electric  capacity  of  9,400,000  kilowatts. 

Flood  problem:  The  area  of  major  fiood 
damage  lies  along  the  140-mlle  reach  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  below  Bonneville  Dam.  About 
60  percent  of  the  flood  plain  Is  protected 
to  some  degree  by  levees  or  other  protec¬ 
tive  works  but  almost  none  of  these  im¬ 
provements  provide  adequate  protection 
against  larger  floods.  Without  levees  or 
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storage,  the  average  annual  flood  damages 
along  the  lower  Columbia  River  would  be 
$38,300,000.  Existing  levees  reduce  this  by 
$13,600,000  annually  and  authorized  levee 
Improvements  when  completed  would  fur¬ 
ther  reduce  this  damage  by  $700,000  leaving 
a  residual  damage  of  $24  million  which  Is 
subject  to  only  limited  reduction  by  existing 
storage. 


Recommended  plan  of  Improvement;  The 
plan  of  Improvement  provides  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  12  projects,  including  dams, 
reservoirs,  and  related  works,  capable  of  ef¬ 
fecting,  In  combination  with  existing  and 
reasonable  assured  storage  In  the  United 
States  and  Canadian  portions  of  the  basin, 
control  of  the  1894  flood  to  600,000  cubic 
feet  per  second.  These  recommended  proj- 

Estimated  costs  {1967  price  letrels) 


ects  would  provide  substantial  hydroelectric 
power,  navigation,  recreation,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  as  well  as  other  benefits.  The  report¬ 
ing  ofiScers  also  recommend  that  the  depth 
and  width  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the 
Columbia-Snake  barge  navigation  project  be 
established  as  14  and  260  feet,  respectively, 
at  minimum  regulated  flow. 


Project 

lyocatioii 

Construction 
cost  > 

Annual  oper¬ 
ation  and 
maintenance 

Flathead  Lake  outlet  improvement  ^ _ 

$6,142,000 
234, 910, 000 
>198,083,000 
62,220,000 
<  83,340,000 
210,036,000 
‘127,166,000 
146, 100,000 
6, 686, 000 
15, 920, 000 
140,000 
28, 270, 000 

$13,000 
726,000 
>2,230,000 
704, 000 
832,000 
758,000 
650,000 
1,1.60,000 
32,400 
91,200 
0 

109,000 

China  Gardens _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Garden  Valley  division  *  ® _ _ _ _ _ .... _ _ _ ....  .  _ 

Strube  rereeulatine  reservoir _ _ _ r. . . 

Gate  Creek..... _ ...... _ ....... _ ...... _ _ _ _ _ 

Fern  Ridge  (modification  of  existing  project) _ 

Cascadia.... _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ....... _ ..... 

Total _ ^ . . . 

1, 119, 012, 000 

7, 294, 600 

I  Exclusive  of  costs  of  preauthorization  studies.  s  Planning  studies,  incomplete  at  this  time,  indicate  a  concrete  gravity  dam  of 

>  See  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  somewhat  higher  elevation  than  assumed  In  the  division  engineer’s  report,  will  be 

s  Estimates  based  on  pool  elevation  of  1,610  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  and  the  con-  found  economically  justified. 

.structlon  of  an  arch  dam  rather  than  a  concrete  gravity  dam,  which  was  estimated  to  ‘As  planned  and  proposed  by  Bureau  of  Reclamation  with  50-year  period  of 
cost  $241,782,000  in  the  report  of  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors.  analysis. 

*  For  power  only,  but  with  provisions  for  future  navigation  lock. 


Project  economics  {with  Canadian  storage  and  60-year  life) 


Annual  benefits  (thousands) 

Annual  charges  (thousands) 

Project 

Flood 

control 

Power 

other 

Total 

Interest 
and  amor¬ 
tization 

Operation, 
mainte¬ 
nance  and 
repair 

Other  > 

Total 

Benefit- 

co.«t 

ratio 

Flathead  Lake  outlet  Improvements _ 

$147. 0 
447.0 

$114 
11, 211 
27,454 
6,802 
9,599 
9,976 
7,646 
9,236 

$261.0 
11, 716.  0 
27, 709.  0 
6,815 

9, 631. 0 
11, 169. 0 
8, 761. 0 
9, 345. 0 
674.0 

$223 

9,116 

7,610 

2,317 

3,086 

7,872 

4,769 

6,409 

441 

$13 

726 

$236 

1. 11 

Knowles _ 1 _ 

$68 

16 

$980 

2,400 

10, 821 
12, 140 

1.08 

nigh  Mountain  Sheep _ 

239.0 

2, 230 
704 

2.28 

China  Garden _ J _ 

13 

607 

3,628 

4,766 

9,602 

6,087 

6,669 

683 

1.05 

A.sotin  fwithoiit  innkl 

32 

832 

839 

2.03 

Penny  Cliffs _ _ _ 

911.6 

282 

768 

872 

1. 18 

■Rnicjy?  F.ddv 

662.0 

653 

650 

668 

1.44 

Garden  Vftlley  dlvi-^inn  ..  . 

143.0 

-34 

1,150 

41 

1.43 

674 

101 

1.11 

Gate  Oreekl _ _ 

715.0 

11 

>161 

887.0 

686 

91 

1 

678 

1.31 

13.8 

13.8 

5 

5 

2.76 

Cascadia/. _ 

1, 084.0 

4 

‘446 

1,  633.  0 

1,061 

109 

12 

1, 172 

1. 31 

>  Includes  taxes,  production  and  harvesting  costs  on  national  forest  land,  and  others.  Strube  only,  the  annual  costs  are:  Interest  and  amortization,  $242,000;  operation, 
t  Benefits  and  charges  are  Incremental  amounts  associated  with  Strube  and  peaking  maintenance  and  repair,  $32,000;  and  other,  $26,000. 
installation  at  Cougar  compared  to  Initial  high  load  factor  Installation  at  Cougar.  For  *  Includes  $122,600  irrigation  benefits  and  $26,900  pollution  abatement  benefits. 

‘  Includes  $313,400  irrigation  benefits  and  $09,800  pollution  abatement  benefits. 


Local  cooperation:  No  local  cooperation  is 
required. 

Remarks;  The  committee  recognizes  the 
impiortance  of  continued,  and  timely  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  proposes  authorization  of  the 
following  projects  for  further  Federal  devel¬ 
opments  consistent  with  provisions  of  the 
Interior- Army  agreement  of  March  16,  1962: 
Knowles  Dam  (for  construction  by  Bureau 
of  Reclamation) ,  China  Gardens  Dam,  Asotin 
Dam,  Bruces  Eddy  Dam,  Strube  reregulating 
dam.  Gate  Creek  Dam,  Pern  Ridge  Dam 
modification,  and  Cascadia  Dam. 

The  committee  has  recommended  the  sev¬ 
eral  projects  on  the  Columbia  River  Basin 
as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  No.  403.  The  committee 
is  of  the  opinion  that  it  would  be  appro¬ 
priate  that  the  Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Flathead  River,  Mont.,  be  constructed,  op¬ 
erated,  and  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  deeply 
appreciate  the  fair  consideration  which 
was  given  to  my  State,  as  is  shown  by  the 
recommendation  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  headed  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  who  is 


ably  represented  at  this  moment  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

These  projects,  when  completed,  will 
amply  repay  the  public  investment  in 
them.  They  constitute,  in  material 
form,  an  evidence  of  prudent  foresight 
for  which  our  descendants  should  be 
thankful. 

I  commend  the  committee  and  its  able 
chairman  for  their  work  on  this  bill.  I 
wish  also  to  compliment  the  committee 
upon  the  dedicated  staff  which  seiwes  it, 
and  particularly  Mr.  Theodore  W.  Sneed 
and  Mr.  John  L.  Mutz,  both  of  whom 
have,  with  unfailing  courtesy,  provided 
my  oflace  with  much  technical  advice  and 
assistance  promptly  and  eflSciently. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  me  1 
minute? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  provided  the  minute  to  be  used 
by  him  is  not  charged  to  my  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  from 
my  time. 


Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  pay  tribute  to  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  the 
able  manner  in  which  he  has  presented 
the  bill.  I  desire  also  to  express  to  him 
the  deep  appreciation  of  the  jimior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  for  the  manner  in 
which  he  handled  the  projects  which 
have  so  long  needed  development. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  letter  from  Maj.  Gen.  R.  G. 
MacDonnell,  director  of  civil  works, 
dated  June  8,  1962,  relating  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Flint  River  Basin ;  and 
also  a  report  from  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
dated  May  4,  1962,  relating  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Flint  River  Basin. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  the  report  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Headquarters, 
Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  8,  1962. 
Hon.  Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Talmadge:  There  Is  fur¬ 
nished  for  your  information  a  copy  of  the 
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proposed  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
together  with  a  copy  of  the  report  of  the 
Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
on  a  review  of  the  report  on  and  a  survey  of 
the  Flint  River,  Ga. 

The  proposed  report  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  concurs  in  the  finding  of  the 
Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors. 
As  stated  therein,  the  recommendation  ap¬ 
proves  a  comprehensive  plan  of  five  projects 
and  authorization  of  the  three  upstream 
multiple-purpose  dams  and  reservoirs  as  the 
first  phase  in  providing  the  plan.  It  is  noted 
that  a  substantial  growth  in  the  economy 
and  waterborne  transportation  needs  of  the 
area,  requiring  almost  two  decades  to  attain, 
would  be  necessary  to  justify  the  two  lower 
Uver  projects  to  extend  navigation.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  recommendation  of  these  latter 
projects  for  authorization  appears  premature 
at  this  time.  Reexamination  of  these  two 
projects  could  be  made  under  the  survey 
report  procedure,  if  requested,  when  con¬ 
struction  of  other  units  in  the  overall  com¬ 
prehensive  basin  plan  has  been  well  ad¬ 
vanced  and  the  need  for  the  second  phase 
becomes  more  imminent. 

This  report  Is  now  being  furnished  the 
Assistant  Attorney  General,  Executive  De¬ 
partment,  State  Capitol,  Atlanta,  Oa.,  the 
Director,  Department  of  Water  Resources, 
State  Department  of  Conservation,  Talla¬ 
hassee,  Pla.,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
for  review  and  comment,  in  accordance  with 
existing  law,  prior  to  transmission  of  the 
repaart  to  Congress.  Copies  of  the  report  are 
being  furnished  other  interested  Federal 
agencies  for  review  and  comment  also. 

Sincerely  yours, 

,  R.  G.  MacDonnell, 

Major  General,  U.S.  Army, 

Director  of  Civil  Works. 


Headquarters,  Department 

OP  THE  Army, 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Subject:  Flint  River,  Ga. 

To;  The  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

1.  I  submit  for  transmission  to  Congress 
the  report  of  the  Board  of  Engineers  for 
Rivers  and  Harbors  concerning  Flint  River, 
Ga.,  accompanied  by  reports  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  and  division  engineers,  in  response  to 
a  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  U.S.  Senate  adopted  June  1, 
1948,  and  to  an  item  in  section  7  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  24,  1946. 

2.  The  district  and  division  engineers  find 
that  the  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and 
Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek  Dams  and  Reser¬ 
voirs,  in  the  headwaters,  for  flood  control, 
hydroelectric  power  generation,  general 
recreation  and  fishing  recreation,  and  the 
Raccoon  Creek  and  Lower  Vada  projects  for 
navigation  below  Albany,  Ga.,  general  and 
fish  and  wildlife  recreation  and,  in  the  case 
of  the  Lower  Vada  project,  hydroelectric 
power  generation,  would  provide  the  best 
development  for  the  Flint  River.  They  rec¬ 
ommend  the  undertaking  of  these  projects 
on  a  sequential  basis  in  two  phases  at  an 
estimated  Federal  cost  of  $216,985,000  for 
construction  and  $1,143,000  annually  for  op¬ 
eration  and  maintenance.  The  estimated 
additional  average  annual  Federal  cost  for 
major  replacements  is  $605,000.  The  total 
annual  benefits  and  economic  costs  for  the 
proposed  sequential  development  based  on  a 
100-year  analysis  period  are  $12,678,000  and 
$10,784,000,  respectively,  including  benefits 
and  costs  related  to  recreational  development 
to  be  undertaken  by  local  interests.  The 
annual  benefits  and  economic  costs  for  the 
upstream  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  would 


total  $9,491,000  and  $7,844,000,  respectively; 
the  resulting  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.2.  The 
total  annual  benefits  and  economic  costs  for 
the  lower  projects  are  $3,187,000  and  $2,940,- 
000,  respectively,  based  on  completion  in 
1980:  the  resulting  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.1. 
The  corresponding  figures  for  the  lower  proj¬ 
ects  based  on  completion  in  1970  are  $2,387,- 
000  and  $2,940,000,  respectively;  the  result¬ 
ing  benefit-cost  ratio  is  0.8. 

3.  The  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and 
Harbors  concurs  in  general  in  the  views  and 
recommendations  of  the  reporting  officers. 
The  Board  believes,  however,  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  should  be  given  general  approval, 
and  that  only  the  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek, 
and  Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek  Reservoirs 
should  be  authorized  for  construction  at 
this  time.  Accordingly,  the  Board  recom¬ 
mends  approval  of  the  general  plan  presented 
by  the  reporting  officers  at  estimated  Federal 
costs  of  $217,000,000  for  construction  and 
$1,750,000  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
major  replacements  as  a  guide  for  the  imme¬ 
diate  and  future  development  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Flint  River  Basin;  author¬ 
ization  of  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and 
Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek  Reservoirs  at  esti¬ 
mated  costs  to  the  United  States  of  $151,- 
820,000  for  construction  and  $1,068,000  an¬ 
nually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  major 
replacements,  subject  to  cetrain  local  coop¬ 
eration;  and  that  Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  be 
undertaken  as  the  initial  step  in  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  plan. 

4.  I  concur  in  the  recommendations  of  the 
Board. 

W.  K.  Wilson,  Jr., 

Lieutenant  General,  U.S.  Army, 

Chief  of  Engineers. 


Corps  of  Engineers, 

U.S.  Army, 

Board  of  Engineers  for 

Rivers  and  Harbors, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  4,  1962. 
Subject:  Flint  River,  Ga. 

To:  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army. 

1.  Authority:  This  report  Is  in  response 
to  the  following  resolution  adopted  June  1, 
1948; 

"Resolved  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  United  States  Senate,  That  the 
Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
created  under  section  3  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act,  approved  June  13,  1902,  be,  and  is 
hereby,  requested  to  review  the  report  on  the 
Apalachicola,  Chattahoochee,  and  Flint  Riv¬ 
ers,  Georgia,  Alabama,  and  Florida,  submitted 
in  House  Document  Numbered  342,  Seventy- 
sixth  Congress,  first  session,  and  prior  re¬ 
ports,  with  a  view  to  determining  if  it  is 
advisable  to  provide  a  nine-foot  depth  for 
navigation  in  the  Flint  River  to  Albany, 
Georgia.” 

It  is  also  in  review  of  reports  on  a  survey 
of  Flint  River,  Ga.,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  24,  1946. 

2.  Physical  description:  Flint  River  rises 
350  miles  above  its  mouth  and  1,000  feet 
above  mean  sea  level  in  the  southerly  out¬ 
skirts  of  Atlanta,  Ga.,  the  largest  city  in 
the  Southeast.  It  crosses  the  fall  line, 
marking  the  division  of  the  Piedmont  Pla¬ 
teau  and  the  Coastal  Plain,  between  river 
miles  230  and  285,  falling  370  feet  in  55 
miles.  It  joins  the  Chattahoochee  River  to 
form  the  Apalachicola  River,  108  miles  above 
Apalachicola  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  The  drainage  area  of  Flint  River 
Is  8,460  square  miles;  Chattahoochee  River, 
6,650  square  miles;  and  the  entirA  Apala- 
chicola-Chattahoochee-Flint  system,  19,170 
square  miles.  The  Flint  basin  is  210  miles 
long  and  has  a  fairly  uniform  width  averag¬ 


ing  40  miles.  BankfuU  capacity  ranges  up 
to  36,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  flood  of  record  at  Balnbridge,  29  miles 
above  the  mouth,  January  1925,  had  a  dis¬ 
charge  of  101,000  cubic  feet  per  second. 

3.  Existing  improvements:  A  local  flood- 
protection  project  has  been  completed  at 
Montezuma,  Ga.,  and  another  at  Ameri- 
cUs,  Ga.,  has  been  approved,  both  under 
the  general  authority  for  small  flood-control 
projects.  The  authorized  project  now  under 
construction  provides  for  multiple-purpose 
developments  and  supplemental  channel 
work  to  give  a  channel  depth  of  9  feet  for  a 
minimum  width  of  100  feet  in  the  Apala- 
chicola-Chattahoochee  River  upstream  to  Co¬ 
lumbus,  Ga.,  268  miles,  and  20  miles  up 
Flint  River  to  Balnbridge,  Ga.  Buford 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  at  mile  348.3  above  the 
junction  of  Chattahoochee  and  Flint  Rivers, 
for  flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  navi¬ 
gation,  and  other  uses,  was  essentially  com¬ 
pleted  in  1957.  Jim  Woodruff,  the  lowermost 
lock  and  dam  located  just  below  the  junction 
was  essentially  completed  in  1957  for  hydro¬ 
electric  power  and  navigation,  providing 
navigation  project  depths  to  Columbia  on 
Chattachoochee  River  and  Balnbridge  on 
Flint  River.  The  two  remaining  locks  and 
dams,  both  on  the  Chattahoochee  River,  are 
under  construction.  These  are  Columbia  for 
navigation  and  Walter  F.  George  for  naviga¬ 
tion  and  hydroelectric  power. 

4.  General  economy:  The  Flint  River 
basin  is  predominantly  rural.  Its  population 
in  1960  was  397,000.  The  city  of  Atlanta, 
with  a  total  population  of  487,500  in  1960, 
is  partly  within  the  basin  at  the  extreme 
northern  tip.  Albany,  the  largest  city  wholly 
within  the  basin,  had  a  1960  population  of 
55,900  and  Balnbridge,  12,700.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  urban  communities  increased  sub¬ 
stantially  over  the  past  10  years.  Agriculture 
contributes  the  most  to  the  basin  economy. 
In  recent  years  there  has  been  a  significant 
growth  in  industry,  mostly  textiles,  lumber, 
and  wood  products.  Forests,  predominantly 
pine,  cover  half  the  basin  area.  The  princi¬ 
pal  minerals  produced  are  sand,  clay,  and 
limestone. 

5.  Water  problems:  The  principal  com¬ 
modities  economically  adaptable  to  move¬ 
ment  by  waterway  in  this  locality  are  pe¬ 
troleum  products,  wood  and  paper  products, 
chemicals,  fertilizer,  and  coal.  Existing 
waterway  traffic,  all  inbound,  is  along  the 
lower  29  miles  of  Flint  River  up  to  Bain- 
bridge,  Ga.  The  principal  commodities 
being  moved  are  petroleum  products,  road 
oU,  grain,  and  sulfur.  Above  the  Jim 
Woodruff  pool,  which  extends  to  Balnbridge, 
the  river  is  steep.  A  total  lift  of  76  feet 
would  be  needed  to  bring  slack  water  navi¬ 
gation  to  Albany,  Ga. 

6.  Flood  damage  above  the  fall  line  is 
small.  Below  the  fall  line  to  the  mouth  of 
the  river,  the  flood  plain  area  is  116,000  acres 
of  which  3,800  acres  are  urban  at  Albany, 
Radium  Springs,  Newton,  and  Balnbridge. 
Of  the  rural  lands,  20  percent  are  cleared  for 
agricultiual  use  and  the  balance  are  in 
woods.  Except  for  the  urban  areas,  flood 
losses  are  widely  distributed  over  the  long, 
relatively  narrow,  flood  plain.  Tjtal  flood 
losses  below  the  fall  line  are  estimated  at 
$180,000  annually.  Fifty-six  percent  of  the 
loss  is  to  agriculture,  about  half  of  which 
is  to  crops;  37  percent  is  to  urban  develop¬ 
ment;  and  the  balance,  or  7  percent,  is  to 
public  roads  and  railroads. 

7.  Power  needs  in  the  region  are  increas¬ 
ing  rapidly.  The  logical  market  for  Flint 
River  power  would  be  most  of  Alabama  and 
Georgia,  southeastern  Mississippi,  and  that 
part  of  Florida  located  south  of  Alabama 
(power  supply  areas  22  and  23  of  the  Fed- 
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eral  Power  Commission) .  The  fall  line 
reach  of  the  river  provides  the  most  favor¬ 
able  opportunities  for  development  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power. 

8.  Municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies 
axe  adequate  for  the  present  needs  in  the 
Flint  Basin.  Future  needs  can  be  met  by 
Flint  River  and  Its  principal  tribxitaries. 
The  pollution  problem  in  the  basin  as  a 
whole  Is  not  serious.  Some  pollution  ex¬ 
ists,  however,  at  certain  of  the  urban  areas 
along  the  stream. 

9.  Improvements  proposed:  The  district 
engineer  finds  that  the  best  plan  of  im¬ 
provement  for  Flint  River  would  be  three 
multiple-purpose  reservoirs  in  the  head¬ 
waters  and  two  locks  and  dams  on  the  river 
below  Albany,  Ga.  All  three  headwater  res¬ 
ervoirs  would  be  on  the  main  stream  and 
each  would  provide  for  flood  control,  hydro¬ 
electric  i>ower  generation,  general  recreation, 
and  fishing  recreation.  The  two  locks  and 
dams  would  bring  the  9-foot  navigation 
channel  to  Albany,  Ga.  In  addition,  each 
would  provide  general  and  fish  and  wildlife 
recreation,  and  one  of  them  would  generate 
hydroelectric  power.  Pertinent  physical  data 
follows : 


Upstream  multiple -purpose  reservoirs 


Lower 

Spew- 

Lazer 

Auch- 

Item 

rell 

Creek 

ump- 

Bluff 

kee 

Creek 

Dam  location,  Flint  Elver 

(miles  above  month)  _ 

263.4 

255.7 

233.4 

Drainage  area  above  dam 

(i?qnarp. 

1,210 

1,410 

1,970 

Type  of  dam:  Concrete  grav- 

Ity,  rolledKiarth  ties  to  abut¬ 
ments. 

Spillway;  In  concrete  section, 
gated. 

Elevations  (feet,  mean  sea 

level): 

Maximum  pool  _ 

714.4 

548.5 

439.1 

Top  of  flood  control  pool 

(top  gates) _ 

709.0 

547.0 

425.0 

Top  of  power  pool 

700,0 

543.0 

417. 0 

Minknum  power  pool . 

670.0 

533.0 

407.0 

Eeservoir  storage  (acre-feet): 
Gross  at  top  of  gates _ 

730,000 

342,000 

548,000 

Usable: 

pontrnl 

230,000 

45,000 

88,000 

145,000 
135,  000 

Powftr 

322;  000 

Eeservoir  area,  top  of  power 

pool  (ftcres) _ 

16,800 

100,000 

9,900 

87,000 

15,600 

81,000 

Total  installation  (kilowatts).. 

Firm  installation  ('cilowatts) .  - 
Load  faotor  (poroont) 

90,000 

10 

87,000 

10 

81,000 

10 

Average  annual  energy  (mil- 

Hon  kilowatt-hoiirsl 

133.0 

121.6 

122.8 

Doumstream  multiple-purpose  locks  and 
dams 


Item 

Eaccoon 

Creek 

Lower 

Vada 

Dam  location,  Flint  Eiver  (miles 
above  mouth) _ 

79.9 

5,670 

82x450 

13 

27 

153 

43.4 

7,110 

82x450 

13 

49 

126 

126 

125 

11,000 

12,800 

28,000 

-167 

Drainage  area  above  dam  (square 
mlle-sl  .. 

Lock: 

Chamber  (feet) _ 

Minimum  depth  oversiUs  (feet).. 
Maximum  lift  ffeet) 

Elevation  (feet,  mean  sea  level): 
Normal  ftpper  pool  . 

Normal  power  pool _ 

Minimum  power  pool 

Power  pondage  (acre-feet).  ..  . 

Eeservoir  area,  normal  pool  (aeres) _ 

Installed  capacity  (kilowatts) . 

2,900 

Average  annual  energy  (million 
kilowatt-hours) _ _ 

10.  Costs  and  feasibility:  The  estimated 
first  cost,  annual  charges,  and  economic 
feasibility  are: 


Upstream  multiple-purpose  reservoirs,  1st 
phase 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item 

Spew¬ 

rell 

Bluff 

Lazer 

Creek 

Lower 

Au- 

chump- 

kee 

Creek 

Total 

First  cost  (1961  prices) .  . 

64,300 

41. 050 

49,320 

154. 670 

Annual  economic  charg¬ 
es: 

Interest  and  amortiza- 

tlon _ 

1,951 

1,246 

1. 498 

4,605 

Operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  major 
reolaceraents 

472 

356 

428 

1,256 

Taxes  foregone.. . 

684 

626 

583 

1,893 

Total . . 

3,107 

2,228 

2,609 

7,844 

Average  annual  eco¬ 
nomic  benefits: 

Power . 

2,436 

2,206 

2,085 

6, 727 

Flood  control 

409 

82 

380 

871 

General  recreation _ 

432 

264 

404 

1,090 

Fishing  recreation.... 

295 

174 

276 

745 

Navigation . . . 

34 

9 

15 

58 

Total . . 

3,606 

2,725 

3, 160 

9, 491 

Eatio  of  benefits  to  costs. 

1.2 

1.2 

1.3 

1.2 

Downstream  multiple-purpose  locks  and 
dams,  2d  phase 
[lu  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item 

Eac¬ 

coon 

Creek 

Lower 

Vada 

Total 

66,100 

1.957 

781 

202 

1st  cost  (1961  prices) _ 

Annual  economic  charges: 
Interest  and  amortization.... 
Operation,  maintenance,  and 

major  replacements _ 

Taxes  foregone _ 

20, 370 

602 

222 

45,730 

1, 355 

659 

202 

Total . . . 

824 

2,116 

2,940 

Average  annual  benefits; 

Power _ 

1,039 

869 

320 

159 

Navigation _ 

General  recreation _ 

Fishing  recreation _ 

Total _ 

2,387 

Eatio  of  benefits  to  costs _ 

0.8 

11.  First  costs  and  annual  economic 
charges  Include  Federal  costs  for  preauthor¬ 
ization  studies.  Federal  costs  for  public  use 
and  access  facilities,  and  non-Federal  costs 
for  public-use  facilities.  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  work  costs  are: 

Upstream  multiple -purpose  reservoirs 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item 

Spew¬ 

rell 

Bluff 

Lazer 

Creek 

Lower 

Au¬ 

chump¬ 

kee 

Creek 

Total 

First  costs: 

Federal  preauthoriza¬ 
tion  studies _ 

$33 

$22 

$25 

$80 

Non-Federal  pabllo- 
use  facilities _ 

1, 100 

650 

1,020 

2,770 

Federal  work _ 

63,167 

40, 378' 

48,275 

151, 820 

Total  first  cost.... 

64,300 

41,050 

49,320 

164, 670 

Operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replace¬ 
ments; 

Non-Federal  public- 
use  facilities 

74 

44 

70 

188 

Federal  work  .  . 

398 

312 

358 

1,068 

Total _ 

472 

356 

428 

1,256 

Downstream  multiple-purpose  locks  and 
dams 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item 

Eaeeoon 

Creek 

1,0  wer 
Vada 

Total 

First  costs: 

Federal  preauthorization 
studies _ 

11 

24 

35 

Non-Federal  public-use 
facilities _ 

170 

730 

900 

Federal  work _ _ _ 

20, 189 

44, 976 

65, 166 

Total  first  cost _ 

20,370 

45,730 

66,100 

Operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacements: 

Non-Federal  public-use 
iacUities _ 

11 

90 

101 

Federal  work  _ 

211 

469 

680 

Total _ _ _ _ 

222 

659 

781 

A  cost  allocation  to  the  respective  purposes 
was  made  for  each  of  the  upstream  reser¬ 
voirs.  The  separable  eosts-remainlng  bene¬ 
fits  method  was  used.  The  costs  so  allocated 
were  the  total  Federal  annual  costs  plus  the 
taxes  foregone  because  of  Federal  power  de¬ 
velopment.  The  Interest  rate  used  was  2% 
percent  and  the  period  of  analysis,  100  years. 
The  annual  costs  to  be  recovered  from  the 
sale  of  hydroelectric  power,  as  presently  es¬ 
timated  by  the  reporting  oflicers,  are : 


Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir _ $1,  502,  000 

Lazer  Creek  Reservoir _  1,  210,  000 

Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek  Reser¬ 
voir _ _ —  1,192,000 


12.  Recommendations  of  the  reporting  of¬ 
ficers:  The  district  engineer  finds  that  the 
Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower  Au¬ 
chumpkee  Creek  Reservoirs  in  the  headwa¬ 
ters,  and  the  Raccoon  Creek  and  Lower  Vada 
projects  below  Albany,  Ga.,  would  provide  the 
best  development  for  the  Flint  River.  He 
recommends  that  the  existing  project  for  the 
Apalachicola,  Chattahoochee,  and  Flint  Riv¬ 
ers  be  modified  to  include  the  plans  pre¬ 
scribed  in  his  report.  He  also  recommends 
that  the  headwater  reservoirs  be  constructed 
as  the  first  phase  of  the  plan  for  the  Flint 
River  Basin,  and  that  of  these,  Spewrell  Bluff 
be  undertaken  as  the  initial  step.  He  fur¬ 
ther  recommends  that  the  extension  of  a 
9-foot  navigable  channel  from  the  head  of 
the  existing  project  to  Albany.  Ga.,  by  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Raccoon  Creek  and  lower 
Vada  projects  be  scheduled  for  1980.  The 
division  engineer  concurs. 

13.  Public  notice:  The  division  engineer 
Issued  a  public  notice  stating  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  reporting  oflicers  and  afford¬ 
ing  Interested  parties  an  opportimlty  to  pre¬ 
sent  additional  Information  to  the  board. 
Careful  consideration  has  been  given  to  the 
communications  received. 

VIEWS  AND  HECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  BOARD 

OP  ENGINEERS  FOE  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

14.  Views :  The  Board  of  Engineers  for  Riv¬ 
ers  and  Harbors  concurs  in  general  in  the 
views  and  recommendations  of  the  reporting 
oflicers.  It  believes  that  the  proposed  im¬ 
provements  provide  the  most  suitable  de¬ 
velopment  Of  the  water  resources  of  the 
Flint  River  Basin,  and  that  they  should  be 
undertaken  by  the  United  States.  It  be¬ 
lieves.  further,  that  the  proposed  plan  should 
be  given  general  approval  and  that  the  three 
ujjstream  reservoirs,  namely  Spewrell  Bluff, 
Lazar  Creek,  and  Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek 
only  should  be  authorized  for  construction 
at  this  time.  It  believes,  further,  that  local 
Interests  should  be  required  to  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  on  downstream  channels  that 
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would  interfere  with  the  efficient  operation 
of  the  proposed  upstream  reservoirs. 

15.  Recommendations:  The  Board  accord¬ 
ingly  recommends — 

(a)  That  the  general  plan  presented  by 
the  district  engineer  for  accomplishment  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $217  million  for  con¬ 
struction  and  $1,750,000  for  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacements,  be  approved  as 
a  guide  for  the  immediate  and  future  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Flint 
River  Basin:  and 

(b)  That  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and 
Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek  Reservoirs  on 
Flint  River,  Ga.,  for  hydroelectric  power, 
flood  control,  general  recreation,  and  Ashing 
recreation  be  authorized  for  construction 
and  that  Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  be  under¬ 
taken  as  the  initial  step,  generally  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  plan  of  the  District  Engi¬ 
neer  and  with  such  modifications  thereof  as 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  be  advisable,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$151,820,000  for  construction  and  $1,068,000 
annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
major  replacements :  Provided,  That  local  in¬ 
terests  agree  to  prevent  encroachment  on 
downstream  channels  that  would  interfere 
with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  proposed 
upstream  reservoirs. 

For  the  Board: 

William  F.  Cassidy. 

Chairman,  Major  General,  V.S.  Army. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  11970)  to  promote  the  general  wel¬ 
fare,  foreign  policy,  and  security  of  the 
United  States  through  international 
trade  agreements  and  through  adjust¬ 
ment  assistance  to  domestic  industry, 
agriculture,  and  labor,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 


FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3773)  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  designated  “10-2-62 — C” 
and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESUDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  53, 
lines  7  and  8,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
the  following: 

“Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead 
River,  Montana;”. 

On  page  53,  beginning  with  line  22, 
strike  out  all  through  line  3  on  page  54. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

This  is  a  simple  amendment,  as  can  be 
s^n.  It  deletes  from  the  bill  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Flathead  River,  Mont.,  a  project  esti¬ 
mated  to  i-un  to  a  total  cost  of  $2i/4  bil¬ 
lion,  or  more.  In  my  opinion,  this 
project  should  be  deleted  from  the  bill 
for  further  consideration,  study,  and  re¬ 
view. 


This  project  apparently  appears  so 
questionable  that  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  of  the  other  body  did  not  even 
hold  hearings  on  it  and  did  not  include 
it  in  the  bill. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  myself.  Why 
should  it  be  included  in  this  bill?  Under 
the  circumstances,  I  cannot  understand 
how  the  other  body  could  accept  this 
item  in  conference. 

Although  there  are  many  other  rea¬ 
sons  why  this  project  should  be 
deleted — and  as  I  proceed,  I  shall  try 
to  mention  them — it  seems  to  me  that 
the  overriding  issue  is  a  matter  of  policy 
and  principle  of  utmost  and  vital  con¬ 
cern  to  the  Nation,  to  each  State,  and  to 
the  people.  The  issue  involves  whether 
we  have  a  Federal-State  system  of  gov¬ 
ernment  under  the  Constitution  or  sim¬ 
ply  a  central  government. 

The  question  is.  Should  the  Federal 
Government  override  the  reasoned  op¬ 
position  of  the  State  government,  ex¬ 
pressed  consecutively  by  five  State  gov¬ 
ernment  administrations,  both  Demo¬ 
cratic  and  Republican,  regarding  the 
desirability  of  having  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  construct  a  dam  and  reservoir 
project  located  entirely  within  the 
State? 

I  can  not  believe  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  wishes  to  go  this  far  against  the 
wishes  of  the  State,  as  so  well  reasoned 
by  five  consecutive  Governors  of  the  State 
since  1948,  and  up  to  and  including  the 
present  administration. 

I  am  sure  each  Governor  and  his  ad¬ 
ministration  had  the  utmost  concern 
for,  and  interest  in,  the  welfare  of  the 
State  of  Montana,  as  well  as  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Northwest  area. 
Therefore,  it  appears  that  in  these  best 
interests,  they  have  opposed  the  project. 
Let  me  quote  from  the  testimony  of 
Gov.  Tim  Babcock,  the  present  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Montana : 

I  am  opposed  to  Knowles  Dam  because  it 
is  not  good  for  Montana  or  the  country.  In 
opposing  it,  I  join  with  every  Governor  who 
has  served  the  people  of  Montana  since  the 
Knowles  and  Paradise  projects  were  dis¬ 
cussed  as  long  as  20  years  ago.  These  Gov¬ 
ernors  include  Sam  C.  Ford,  John  Bonner,  J. 
Hugo  Aronson  and  Donald  G.  Nutter.  Both 
Republican  and  Democratic  political  faiths 
are  represented  in  this  group. 

I  have  every  confidence  that  these 
Governors  and  their  State  administra¬ 
tions  based  their  judgment  on  sound  rea¬ 
soning.  In  the  course  of  the  hearings 
held  by  our  committee,  the  objections 
to  the  Knowles  project  were  briefly  as 
follows : 

First.  It  is  an  economic  detriment  to 
the  area. 

Second.  It  is  not  a  feasible  project. 

Third.  It  is  not  needed  for  flood  con¬ 
trol. 

Fourth.  It  would  be  detrimental  to 
recreation  and  fish,  wildlife,  and  other 
conservation  resources. 

Fifth.  Feasible  alternative  projects  are 
available. 

Sixth.  And  this  is  very  important: 
Treaty  rights  of  the  Flathead  Indians 
are  jeopardized  by  the  project. 

I  wish  to  consider  each  of  these  points 
briefly: 
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First.  The  economic  detriment  of  the 
Knowles  project  to  Montana  is  based 
upon  the  facts  that  some  59,000  acres  of 
land  would  be  flooded  by  the  reservoir; 
9,000  acres  of  irrigated,  fertile,  highly 
productive  land  would  be  taken  out  of 
production;  approximately  1,300  people 
would  be  displaced ;  three  towns  would  be 
wiped  out;  and  both  the  headquarters  of 
the  National  Bison  Range  and  the  Flat- 
head  Indian  Agency  would  be  inundated; 
35  miles  of  railroad  lines,  115  miles  of 
highways  and  roads,  and  158  miles  of 
utility  and  pipelines  would  be  flooded; 
the  Flathead  irrigation  project,  con¬ 
structed  by  the  U.S.  Irrigation  Service, 
irrigating  some  138,000  acres  of  land, 
would  be  seriously  jeopardized,  in  its  re¬ 
payment  contract,  by  the  loss  of  some 
6,747  acres  of  land  from  the  project;  the 
estimated  annual  loss  of  $2,700,000  in 
gross  income  to  the  area,  caused  by  flood¬ 
ing  of  lands,  would  create  an  unrecover¬ 
able  economic  loss;  and  the  forest- 
products  industries  would  suffer  a  great 
setback,  because  of  inaccessibility  created 
by  such  a  reservoir. 

Second.  The  Knowles  project  is  con¬ 
sidered  not  a  feasible  project,  for  the 
following  reasons,  supported  by  testi¬ 
mony  at  the  hearing:  The  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  seem  to  have  underestimated  the 
cost  of  the  project,  in  that  the  relocation 
of  the  railroad  line  has  been  underesti¬ 
mated  by  as  much  as  nearly  $33  million; 
no  consideration  was  given  to  costs  that 
would  be  occasioned  by  flooding  two,  and 
possibly  three,  valuable  damsites  owned 
by  the  Indians  of  the  Flathead  Reserva¬ 
tion,  and  testimony  developed  by  the  In¬ 
dian  tribes  places  the  annual  value  of 
these  sites  at  about  $414  million;  the 
treaty  with  Canada  for  the  development 
of  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  which  has 
been  ratified  by  the  Senate,  and  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  ratified  by  Cana,da,  provides 
for  substantial  amounts  of  storage  on  the 
Columbia  River  in  Canada,  which  has  a 
material  effect  upon  the  feasibility  of  the 
Knowles  project,  because  the  Canadian 
storage  would  gi'eatly  reduce  any  flood- 
control  value  of  the  Knowles  project;  on 
a  50-year  basis,  the  corps  estimated  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  to  be  1.08  to  1.  Testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee  indicated 
that  if  the  Engineers  had  not  underesti¬ 
mated  the  costs  involved,  the  ratio  at 
best  would  have  been  .70  to  1,  or  a  deficit 
benefit-cost  ratio;  figured  on  a  100-year 
basis,  the  Army  Engineers  came  up  with 
a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.2  to  1.  However, 
testimony  was  presented,  using  what 
were  considered  to  be  more  realistic  cost 
figures;  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio  at  best 
came  to  .79  to  1,  or  a  deficit  benefit-cost 
ratio,  even  on  a  100-year  basis.  When 
one  adds  to  this  the  other  considerations 
mentioned  before,  involving  the  large  and 
serious  displacement  of  people  and  the 
adverse  effect  upon  the  economy  of 
Montana,  it  is  almost  impossible  to 
escape  the  conclusion  that  the  project  is 
of  questionable  feasibility. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  will  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen- 
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ator  from  Delaware  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

Mr.  ICERR.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
yield  additional  time,  if  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  cares  to  yield  at  this  point. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  continue  with  my  statement:  and 
then  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

I  continue  to  state  the  list  of  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  Knowles  project. 

Third.  The  Knowles  project  is  not 
needed  for  flood  control  and  recreational 
benefits.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  flood-control  benefits 
would  not  amount  to  more  than  3  per¬ 
cent  of  the  annual  benefits  of  the  proj¬ 
ect,  and  that  the  recreational  benefits 
represent  about  one-half  of  1  percent 
of  the  total  estimated  annual  benefits. 
So  these  considerations  are  of  very  little 
value  in  justification  of  the  project,  and 
make  it  clear  that  the  project  is  not 
needed  for  flood  control  or  reci'eation. 

Fourth.  The  Knowles  project  is  a 
detriment  to  fish,  wildlife,  and  other 
conservation  resources,  according  to 
much  of  the  testimony  presented  at  the 
hearing.  This  testimony  indicated  that 
the  National  Bison  Range  would  vir¬ 
tually  be  destroyed,  and  that  fish  and 
wildlife  and  conservation  would  suffer 
a  great  disservice  as  a  result  of  the 
Knowles  project. 

Fifth.  Other  feasible  alternative  proj¬ 
ects  which  are  available  do  not  have  the 
serious  drawbacks  and  disastrous  results 
that  the  Knowles  project  would  appar¬ 
ently  have.  Both  the  Flathead  Indian 
Tribes  and  the  Montana  Power  Co.  have 
before  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
applications  for  the  construction  of  proj¬ 
ects  at  sites  known  as  Buffalo  Rapids  No. 
2  and  No.  4.  These  sites,  according  to 
testimony  before  the  committee,  would 
be  flooded  by  the  Knowles  project. 
Testimony  showed  that  while  they  do 
not  have  the  storage  capacity  that  the 
Knowles  project  would  have,  yet  they 
would  have  substantially  the  same  power 
capacity  at  a  much  lower  cost.  The 
Knowles  project  is  estimated  to  cost 
$1,010  per  kilowatt,  as  compared  to  $175 
per  kilowatt  at  the  Buffalo  Rapids  sites. 
The  fact  that  these  alternative  plans 
are  available  seems  to  strengthen  the 
conclusion  that  this  project  should  not 
be  authorized  in  this  bill,  and  that  fur¬ 
ther  study  and  review  should  be  given 
to  it. 

6.  According  to  the  testimony,  the 
treaty  rights  of  the  Indians  on  the  Flat- 
head  Reservation  would  be  jeopardized 
by  the  authorization  of  the  project  at 
this  time.  Probably  the  Senate  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  should 
take  a  look  at  the  project.  'Ofllcials  of 
the  Indian  tribes  appeared  before  the 
committee  in  opposition  to  the  project, 
to  point  out  their  treaty  rights  and  to 
have  om-  Government  respect  and  recog¬ 
nize  them. 

I  was  impressed  by  the  strong  position 
the  Indians  presented  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  point  was  well  made  that 
their  rights  should  be  considered  before 
the  project  is  authorized  in  determining 
the  overall  benfit-cost  ratio  and  feasi¬ 
bility  of  the  project.  Otherwise,  they 
are  left  in  the  position  that,  even  though 
discussions  had  been  had  with  them  over 


a  period  of  time,  and  no  matter  how 
fairly  and  com’teously  presented,  they 
have  to  take  or  leave  whatever  is  offered 
to  them.  This  seems  to  be  in  violation 
of  the  spirit  of  thejr  treaty  and  the  trus¬ 
teeship  of  the  U.S.  Government. 

In  conclusion,  l  believe  the  amendment 
deleting  this  project  should  be  adopted. 
This  is  especially  so  since  the  State  in 
which  this  project  would  be  constructed 
has,  five  times  consecutively,  under  both 
Democratic  and  Republican  administra¬ 
tions,  uniformly  and  consistently  ex¬ 
pressed  its  opposition  to  the  project. 

It  seems  to  me,  everything  considered, 
that  the  question  is  simple:  Should  the 
Federal  Government  override  the  rea¬ 
soned  and  uniform  opposition  of  the 
State  of  Montana  to  a  project  located 
entirely  within  the  State? 

I  reserve  the  rest  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmuie  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
absence  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr] - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  yield  time? 

Mr.  METCALF.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  just  entered  the  Cham¬ 
ber. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  time  to 
the  Senator  from  Montana? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes  first. 

I  deeply  regret  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  offered  this  amendment. 
Would  he  respond  to  a  request  not  to 
press  it? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  did  not  quite  hear  the 
request. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  yield  to  a  request  not  to  press 
this  amendment? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  would  like  to  press  it 
to  a  vote. 

Mr.  KERR.  Very  well.  I  yield  myself 
5  minutes. 

I  am  surprised  that  the  amendment 
is  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 
The  statement  that  he  has  made  about 
his  amendment  sounds  like  the  record 
of  statements  that  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  heard  on  this  floor  with 
reference  to  many  omnibus  rivers  and 
harbors  authorization  bills  since  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  came  here.  It 
is  a  restatement  or  recapitulation  of  the 
evidence  that  has  been  presented  to  the 
committee  time  and  time  again  by  those 
opposed  to  the  development  of  our  water 
resomces. 

My  good  friend  from  Delaware  said 
he  was  interested  in  the  Governors’ 
viewpoint,  because  they  had  the  welfare 
of  the  people  at  heart.  I  am  sure  that 
is  true.  I  think  it  is  entirely  possible 
that  the  Senators  from  the  various  States 
have  the  welfare  of  their  people  at  heart. 
I  am  sure  there  is  no  Senator  who  would 
admit  that  he  does  not  have.  Some  of 
us  even  claim  it. 

The  distinguished  Senator  says  this 
project  is  not  economically  feasible.  I 
must  say  to  him  that  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  found  that  it  was.  If  there  is 
an  agency  in  Government  that  is  staffed 
by  men  and  women  who  are  technically 
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qualified  to  perform  the  duties  assigned 
to  them,  it  is  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

All  Senators  make  appointments  of 
young  men  in  their  States  to  the  various 
service  academies.  The  ones  that  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  appoints  are 
made  as  a  result  of  competition.  Often¬ 
times  there  are  50  applicants  for  1  ap¬ 
pointment.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  tries  to  choose  the  best  qualified 
to  give  the  appointments  to. 

Then  the  appointees  go  to  the  service 
academies.  They  have  to  compete  there 
in  order  to  stay  in  the  academies.  I 
presume  that  35  to  40  percent  of  those 
who  receive  appointments  to  the  service 
academies  and  who  attend  them  fail  to 
graduate. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
knows  that  most  of  the  assignments  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  are  made  from 
the  top  10  percent  of  the  graduating  class 
each  year  at  West  Point.  If  there  is  a 
highly  trained,  competent  group  of  engi¬ 
neers  in  the  United  States  or  on  this 
earth,  they  are  to  be  found  in  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers. 

A  few  years  ago,  when  I  was  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  of  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  appeared  before 
the  subcommittee  as  a  witness.  I  had 
asked  him  to  canvass  every  project  au¬ 
thorized  by  Congress  and  constructed  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  its  long  his- 
toi-y,  and  to  give  a  report  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  the  value  of  them  on  the  basis  of 
experience,  as  compared  to  the  value  of 
them  as  had  been  estimated  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  which  had  provided  the 
basis  for  the  authorization.  The  average 
cost-benefit  ratio  of  all  the  projects  in 
the  United  States  was  1.3  to  1,  on  the 
basis  of  the  return  of  cost  of  operation 
and  the  cost  of  building  over  a  lifetime 
of  50  years. 

In  his  testimony,  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  said  that  actual  experience  had 
proved  that,  instead  of  a  cost-benefit 
ratio  of  1.3  to  1  over  a  period  of  50  years, 
on  the  basis  of  return  of  cost  of  operation 
and  cost  of  construction,  actually  the 
economic  value  of  the  projects  were 
such  that  they  had  returned  to  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  United  States  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  the  cost  of  the  operation  and 
the  complete  return  of  the  investment  in 
an  average  of  10  years. 

What  a  compliment  to  the  conserva¬ 
tive,  eflfleient,  forecasting  of  the  value  of 
the  projects. 

The  project  which  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  seeks  to  strike  from  this  bill 
was  evaluated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Board  of  Rivers  and  Harbors,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  and  then  by  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  of 
the  U.S.  Government. 

All  of  them  said  that  it  was  econom¬ 
ically  feasible.  Under  that  cii’cum- 
stance,  it  would  be  a  little  presumptuous 
of  me  to  say  it  was  not  economically 
feasible.  I  permit  other  Senators  to 
judge  for  themselves  as  to  the  merit  of 
the  statement  by  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  that  it  would  not  be  economically 
feasible. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
expired. 
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Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

Last  year  there  was  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  a  request  to 
approve  an  interstate  compact  among 
the  States  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin, 
namely.  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Dela¬ 
ware,  and  New  Jersey.  For  two  centui’- 
ies  those  great  States  had  been  trsdng 
to  resolve  their  differences  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  water  rights  of  the  various 
States  in  the  tributaries  of  the  Delaware 
River  and  the  Delaware  River  itself.  The 
authorizing  legislation  for  the  creation 
of  the  compact  was  passed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Representatives  of  the  States 
were  appointed.  They  met,  over  a  period 
of  years.  After  centuries  of  controversy 
and  dissension,  a  compact  was  arrived 
at  and  agreed  to  by  those  great  States, 
approved  by  their  Governors  and  by 
their  legislatures,  and  brought  back  to 
the  Congress. 

Everybody  wanted  to  approve  it,  but 
it  could  not  be  determined  handily  who 
had  jurisdiction  over  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation.  I  understand  that  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  Committee  of  the  House  considered 
it.  It  was  passed  by  the  House.  It  came 
to  the  Senate.  I  believe  it  was  assigned 
to  the  Judiciary  Committee.  After  the 
Judiciary  Committee  considered  it,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  asked  to  consider  it. 

The  distinguished  Senators  from  that 
area  came  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  and  told  him  they  did  not  seem 
to  be  making  much  progress  in  having 
the  bill  reported,  and  asked  what  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  thought  about 
having  it  considered  by  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  I  told  them  that  if  a 
bill  were  Introduced  in  a  form  to  give 
the  committee  jm-isdiction,  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  do  one  thing — the  committee 
would  consider  it  and  act  upon  it. 

The  bill  was  introduced.  It  was  as¬ 
signed  to  our  committee.  I  think  the 
other  2  committees  then  agreed  that 
it  might  be  acted  upon  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works. 

The  Governors  of  the  States,  Repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  States,  Senators 
from  the  States,  and  others  came  before 
us.  They  asked  that  it  be  approved. 
They  told  us  they  sought  the  right  to 
build  their  own  water  development  proj¬ 
ects.  They  asked  us  to  provide  that  if 
they  did,  and  when  they  did,  the  Federal 
preference  clause  for  rural  electric  co¬ 
operatives  and  municipalities  would  not 
be  included.  In  compliance  with  their 
request  that  was  done. 

I  never  saw  men  give  more  fervent 
assurances  that  they  did  not  want  any 
Federal  funds,  that  they  only  wanted  to 
be  permitted  to  develop  their  own  re¬ 
sources  in  accordance  with  their  own 
compact  and  their  own  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  on  page  26  of  this  bill, 
lines  2  through  7,  there  is  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  $192.4  million  for  the  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin — New  York,  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
again  exph-ed. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 


That  is  to  be  Federal  money.  If  I  had 
had  false  teeth,  they  would  have  dropped 
out  of  my  head  when  I  listened  to  the 
testimony  in  which  this  $192  million 
authorization  was  sought  by  States 
which  said  they  only  wanted  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  develop  their  own  resources. 

Sornewhere  in  the  report,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  the  specific  statement  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  the  eventual  development  of 
this  basin  may  cost  $591  million,  of 
which  the  Federal  cost  is  estimated  to  be 
$232  million. 

At  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  on  page  170  of  the  report  there 
is  this  language : 

The  committee  in  approving  the  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  of  development  for  the  Dela¬ 
ware  River  Basin  desires  to  make  it  clear 
that  no  judgment  was  reached  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  Federal  participation  in  the  three 
projects — Hawks  Mountain,  Newark,  and 
Christiana.  This  question  of  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  these  three  projects  is  open  for 
further  study. 

If  the  testimony  of  the  Governors  of 
the  States  had  been  taken  literally,  Mr. 
President,  that  authorization  would  not 
be  in  the  bill.  But  the  Senators  from 
the  area  wanted  it.  The  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  justified  it.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  approved  it.  The  authorization 
is  in  the  bill. 

Each  of  those  facts  is  true  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  project  which  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  seeks  to  strike  from  the 
bill.  So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  concerned,  if  the  Montana  proj¬ 
ect  is  stricken  from  the  bill,  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  will  make  a  motion  to 
strike  the  Delaware  River  projects  from 
the  bill,  because  they  have  equal  justi¬ 
fication,  and  they  have  equal  approval 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  by  the  Board 
of  Rivers  and  Harbors,  and  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget. 

So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
is  concerned,  the  projects  are  on  a  parity 
in  the  bill,  one  as  much  justified  as  the 
other,  the  difference  being  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Montana  never  did  say  that  they 
wanted  the  right  to  build  their  projects, 
which  was  stated  to  the  committee  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  himself. 

I  believe  the  Senator  referred  to  the 
fact  that  the  Montana  project  had  a 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  1.08  to  1.  The 
Aquashicola  and  Maiden  Creek  projects, 
in  the  Delaware  river  Basin,  have  bene- 
fit-to-cost  ratios  of  1.1  to  1,  which  is  not 
a  difference  to  be  greatly  boasted  about. 

I  sincerely  hope,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
respond  briefly  to  the  very  distinguished 
acting  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  my  good  friend  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]. 

On  the  Delaware  River  Basin  projects, 

I  think  that  if  the  Senator  will  con¬ 


sult  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  on 
which  we  all  greatly  rely  and  which  we 
indeed  respect,  he  will  find  he  has  a 
misunderstending  as  to  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  projects,  as  contained  in 
the  bill,  and  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
compact.  His  understanding  needs  to  be 
refreshed  upon  that  subject. 

I  think  every  public  works  project 
must  be  weighed  on  its  own  individual 
merits.  So  long  as  I  sei*ve  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  hope  to  do  that  with  respect  to 
these  matters,  and  not  necessarily  be 
for  or  against  any  project  merely  be¬ 
cause  of  any  pressures  from  any  other 
point  of  view. 

I  hope  that  the  Delaware  projects  will 
be  considered  on  their  merits.  All  I  ask 
is  that  the  Delaware  River  Basin  proj¬ 
ects  stand  or  fall  on  their  own  merits. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  there 
will  be  an  opportunity  for  private  en¬ 
terprise,  either  the  Indians  or  a  private 
utility,  to  undertake  this  power  project 
in  the  State  of  Montana.  Applications 
are  pending  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  at  the  present  time. 

I  repeat  that  there  ai'e  serious  ques¬ 
tions  involved  in  relation  to  our  treaty 
rights  with  the  Indians. 

I  say  again,  with  respect  to  the  $250 
million  estimated  overall  cost,  that  if  we 
have  economy  in  mind,  the  place  to  start 
is  with  the  authorization  bill.  Once  a 
project  is  authorized,  I  do  not  see  how 
we  can  do  other  than  go  along  with  it. 

I  point  out  the  opinion  of  those  in  the 
State  administration  in  opposition  to  this 
project.  I  laid  emphasis  on  that  point, 
and  I  still  do.  I  mean  in  no  way  to 
detract  from  the  high  regard,  respect, 
integrity,  ability,  and  good  intentions  of 
the  two  distinguished  and  able  Senators 
from  the  gi’eat  State  of  Montana,  both 
of  whom  I  regard  highly  and  admire 
greatly. 

In  conclusion,  a  basic  question  is  in¬ 
volved  as  to  whether  the  project  should 
be  reviewed  in  light  of  the  problems 
which  I  have  stated.  Therefore  I  recom¬ 
mend  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  With  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

I  should  like  to  suggest  that  time  be 
yielded  back  to  those  in  control  of  the 
time  on  the  side  against  the  Knowles 
Dam  project,  and  that  all  time  except 
4  minutes  be  yielded  back  on  the  side 
for  the  project,  and  that  2  minutes  be 
yielded  to  each  of  the  Senators  from 
Montana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  suggested  that  hearings  were  not 
held  in  the  House,  but  that  very  adequate 
and  comprehensive  hearings  were  held  in 
the  Senate.  The  Senator  from  Delaware 
participated  in  the  hearings.  The  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  Columbia  River  project  alone 
comprise  436  pages.  They  are  on  the 
desks  of  Senators. 
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Adequate  and  complete  hearings  for 
2  days  were  held.  Every  opponent  of  the 
project  had  an  opportunity  to  present 
his  case. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Montana  is  opposed  to  the 
project.  It  is  very  significant  that  Mr. 
Hugo  J.  Aronson,  ex-Govemor  of  Mon¬ 
tana,  Mr.  Bonner,  ex-Governor  of 
Montana,  Mr.  Wesley  A.  D’Ewart,  ex- 
Representative  from  Montana,  Mr.  Ray 
M.  Loman,  an  ex-legislator,  and  Mr. 
Winton  Weydemeyer,  an  unsuccessful 
candidate — a  great  group  of  “exes” — 
supported  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs].  But  the 
three  individuals  in  the  Congress  who 
speak  for  the  State  of  Montana  and  the 
area  affected,  and  who  represent  the 
State  of  Montana  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  in  the  Senate,  are  speak¬ 
ing  in  favor  of  the  Knowles  project. 

The  question  of  State  and  Federal  re¬ 
lationships  does  arise.  But  who  speaks 
for  the  State  of  Montana  in  the  Senate? 
A  group  of  ex-Governors,  a  group  of 
ex-legislators,  and  ex-Representatives 
or  the  Senators  from  Montana?  Who 
speaks  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
for  western  Montana  but  the  Represent¬ 
atives  from  the  First  District? 

I  need  not  argue  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  project  is  feasible  because 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  already 
answered  the  question.  He  has  already 
answered  the  argument  that  it  is  not 
needed  for  fiood  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  METCALF.  May  I  have  an  ad¬ 
ditional  half  minute? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  a  half  min¬ 
ute  to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  METCALF.  It  has  been  said 
that  an  application  to  build  a  feasible 
and  alternate  dam  has  been  filed  by  the 
Montana  Power  Co.  I  wish  to  insert  in 
the  Record  a  list  of  the  times  that  the 
Montana  Power  Co.  has  applied  to  build 
alternate  dams.  The  first  application  is 
dated  in  June  1920.  It  is  the  fifth  appli¬ 
cation  on  the  docket  of  the  Federal  Pow¬ 
er  Commission.  Time  after  time,  down 
until  Docket  No.  2293,  on  November 
1960,  the  company  has  requested  and  re¬ 
ceived  more  time  to  study,  only  to  let  its 
permit  lapse.  When  we  would  suggest 
the  building  of  a  Federal  dam,  the  com¬ 
pany  would  come  in  with  another  appli¬ 
cation,  and  then  let  it  lapse.  Six  dif¬ 
ferent  dockets  are  involved.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  list  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

History  op  Applications  for  Permits  by 

Montana  Power  Co.  and  Rocky  Mountain 

Power  Co.  (a  Wholly  Owned  Subsidiary) 

DOCKET  NO.  5 

June  10,  1920,  President  Wilson  signed 
Federal  Water  Power  Act  authorizing  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  to  Issue  licenses  for 
purpose  of  constructing,  operating  and  main¬ 
taining  dams,  power  houses  and  related  ap¬ 
purtenances  on  navigable  waters  or  upon 
public  lands  and  reservations. 

June  19,  1920,  9  days  later,  Rocky  Moun¬ 
tain  Power  Co.,  subsidiary  of  Montana  Power 
Co.,  applied  for  a  preliminary  permit  on  pro¬ 


posed  project  consisting  of  “6  power  sites 
located  on  Flathead  River.” 

AprU  23,  1923,  FPC  voted  suspension  of 
application  until  receipt  of  report  by  Com- 
mlsion  appointed  by  Secretary  of  Interior 
to  investigate  Columbia  Basin  project. 

March  27,  1928,  Rocky  Mountain  Power 
Co.  applied  for  license  on  only  one  of  sites, 
that  closest  to  outlet  of  Flathead  Lake. 

May  23,  1930,  FPC  granted  license  for  Kerr 
Dam  to  Rocky  Mountain  Power  Co.  (Subse¬ 
quent  1937  request  to  transfer  license  to 
parent  Montana  Power  Co.  approved.) 

DOCKET  NO.  2135 

May  22,  1953,  Montana  Power  Co.  applied 
for  preliminary  permit  at  Buflalo  Rapids  site, 
4  miles  downstream. 

April  21,  1954,  1-year  permit  Issued  as  of 
4-154. 

March  30,  1955,  permit  extended  to  3^1- 
56. 

May  21,  1956,  permit  again  extended  to 
3-31-57. 

DOCKET  NO.  2163 

July  23,  1954,  Montana  Power  Co.  applied 
for  preliminary  permit  at  Buffalo  Rapids 
No.  2, 10  miles  below  Poison. 

March  3,  1955,  permit  Issued  for  15  months 
effective  February  1,  1955. 

May  21,  1956,  permit  extended  from  April 
30,  1956  to  January  31,  1958  (permit  allowed 
to  lapse) . 

DOCKET  NO.  2164 

July  23,  1954,  Montana  Power  Co.  applied 
for  preliminary  permit  at  Buffalo  Rapids  No. 
4, 19  miles  below  Poison. 

March  3,  1955,  permit  Issued  for  15  months 
effective  February  1,  1955. 

May  21,  1956,  permit  extended  from  April 
30,  1956  to  January  31,  1958  (permit  allowed 
to  lapse) . 

DOCKET  NO.  2223 

November  2,  1956,  Montana  Power  Co.  ap¬ 
plied  for  preliminary  permit  for  high  dam 
at  Buffalo  Rapids  No.  4  (see  above) . 

June  6,  1957,  application  denied. 

DOCKET  NO.  2293 

November  1960,  Confederated  Flathead  and 
Sallsh  tribes  applied  for  preliminary  per¬ 
mits  on  Buffalo  Rapids  sites  Nos.  2  and  4. 

March  1961,  Montana  Power  Co.  applied 
for  preliminary  permits  on  Buffalo  Rapids 
sites  Nos.  2  and  4. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  an  excerpt 
from  the  hearings  as  to  the  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  situation  in  the  area,  and  a  sample 
of  power  company  propaganda. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Excerpts  Prom  Testimony  of  Dr.  Spencer  M. 

Smith,  Jr.,  Citizens  Committee  on 

Natural  Resources 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Dr.  Spencer  M.  Smith, 
Jr.,  secretary  of  the  Citizens  Committee  on 
Natural  Resources,  a  national  conservation 
organization  with  offices  in  Washington,  D.C. 

The  Citizens  Committee  on  Natural  Re¬ 
sources  want  to  strongly  endorse  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  construction  of  the  Knowles 
Dam  on  the  Flathead  River  above  the  con¬ 
fluence  with  the  Clark. 

In  the  past,  conservationists  have  often 
been  misunderstood  as  to  their  attitude  re¬ 
garding  water  impoundments.  It  is  often 
assumed  that  they  oppose  any  development 
of  resources.  I  am  happy  to  make  clear, 
however,  that  it  is  our  goal  to  support  devel¬ 
opment  in  areas  that  do  minimum  ■  damag^e 
to  other  resource  values.  I  remind  the 
committee  that  most  conservation  organiza¬ 
tions  supported  the  high  dam  at  Hells  Can¬ 
yon.  They  did  not  do  so  because  of  a  pref¬ 
erence  for  public  power,  but  rather  because 
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this  was  an  area  that  could  serve  the  flood 
control,  hydroelectric  power,  and  irrigation 
needs  of  a  rather  large  area,  at  a  site  that 
did  no  serious  damage  to  fish,  wUdllfe,  and 
other  scenic  resources. 

We  support  the  Knowles  Dam  construc¬ 
tion  since  this  site  is  quite  consistent  with 
the  overall  protection  of  a  very  wide  area  and 
will  make  unnecessary  the  construction  of 
other  projects  that  would  offset  seriously 
flsh  and  wildlife  resources.  This  is  especially 
true  regarding  the  Nine  Mile  Prairie  Dam 
on  the  Blackfoot,  as  well  as  construction 
elsewhere  on  the  Flathead. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  National 
Bison  Range  would  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  construction  of  the  Knowles  Dam.  Con¬ 
sultation  with  proper  authorities  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  however,  indicates  that 
only  II  percent  of  the  range  will  be  Inun¬ 
dated,  and  other  suitable  land  is  available 
to  compensate  for  this  loss. 

It  appears  prudent,  therefore,  to  achieve 
this  maximum  development  for  this  area  at 
a  site  that  enables  us  to  have  the  best  re¬ 
source  use  for  the  many  demands  upon  them 
at  a  minimum  sacrifice. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  committee  will  look 
with  favor  on  this  project  and  recommend 
its  early  authorization. 

[Prom  the  office  of  Senator  Lee  Metcalf, 
Sept.  27,  1962] 

Some  New  York  Editors  Should  Learn 
New  Verses 

The  proposed  Knowles  Dam  on  Montana’s 
Flathead  River  is  supported  by  conservation 
organizations  including  the  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federation,  Sierra  Club,  Wildlife  Man¬ 
agement  Institute  and  Wilderness  Society, 
the  mayor  of  one  of  the  small  towns  to  be 
flooded,  hundreds  of  persons  in  the  two 
counties  most  directly  affected  (Lake  and 
Sanders),  the  Sanders  County  Senator  and 
Commissioner  whose  district  will  in  part  be 
flooded,  and  the  principal  farm,  labor  and 
rural  electric  organizations  of  Montana, 
Senator  Lee  Metcalf,  Democrat,  of  Montana, 
said  today. 

Metcalf  made  his  statement  in  a  letter  to 
the  editor  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  which 
last  week  editorialized  against  Knowles. 

Suporters  also  include,  Metcalf  said,  “the 
president  of  the  chamber  of  commerce  in  the 
Sanders  County  seat  whose  small  business 
handles  forest  products',  an  industry  you  said 
would  be  ‘up>set’  ”  by  construction  of 
Knowles. 

Metcalf  noted  that  the  Wall  Street  Jour¬ 
nal,  New  York  Dally  News  and  Time  Maga¬ 
zine,  in  their  adverse  comment  on  Knowles, 
“limited  themselves  to  the  testimony  of  one 
witness”  among  the  dozens  who  testified  for 
or  against  Knowles  at  2  full  days  of  hear¬ 
ings  before  a  Senate  Public  Works  Subcom¬ 
mittee. 

The  alternative  to  Knowles,  two  run-of- 
the-rlver  dams  proposed  by  the  Montana 
Power  Co.,  would  produce  “less  than  one- 
sixth  the  power  that  Knowles  would  and  no 
flood  control,  as  contrasted  with  more  than 
3  million  acre  feet  at  Knowles,”  said  Mon¬ 
tana’s  junior  Senator. 

While  Knowles  would  produce  cheap  and 
abundant  power,  the  Montana  Power  Co.’s 
power  would  be  costly,  said  Metcalf,  point¬ 
ing  out  that  its  rate  of  return,  more  than 
9  i>ercent,  is  higher  than  that  of  any  other 
major  utility  in  the  country.  About  85  per¬ 
cent  of  the  company’s  stock,  he  said,  is 
owned  outside  Montana. 

“You  may  if  you  wish  defend  your  editorial 
position”  and  Metcalf,  “as  one  which  sup¬ 
ports  some  of  your  leading  constituents  in 
the  financial  community  which  has  received 
tens  of  millions  of  profit  dollars  collected  in 
exorbitant  rates  charged  two  of  every  three 
Montana  households  by  the  Montana  Power 
Co.  But  if  you  choose  to  meet  head-on  the 
issue  of  national  benefits  and  repayment  of 
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the  dam’s  cost,  I  suggest  that  you  and  your 
colleagues  on  Time  and  the  Daily  News  pro¬ 
ceed  beyond  the  chorus  of  antiphonal  stan¬ 
zas  echoing  from  your  triangle  and  learn 
some  new  verses.” 


Public  Service  Electric 

AND  Gas  Co., 

Newark,  NJ.,  October  1,  1962. 

Dear  Congressman:  From  time  to  time  I 
have  written  you  about  expenditures  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  public  power  proj¬ 
ects.  I  herewith  hand  you  a  copy  of  a  re¬ 
port  that  was  recently  sent  to  our  stock 
holders  concerning  this  subject. 

Now  comes  along  another  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  omnibus  bill  which  includes  a  number 
of  public  power  projects  which  companies  in 
the  area  claim  are  unnecessary  and  a  waste 
of  Federal  funds.  I  specifically  refer  to  the 
Burns  Creek  project  in  Idaho,  the  Knowles 
Dam  project  in  Montana,  the  China  Gardens 
project  in  Idaho  and  Oregon,  and  the  Devils 
Jumps  project  in  Kentucky,  and  others,  all 
of  which  I  am  sure  wUl  be  fully  discussed  on 
the  floor  when  the  bill  comes  up. 

I  believe  It  Is  about  time  that  this  kind  of 
thing  was  stopped.  Anything  you  can  do 
when  the  bill  reaches  the  floor  to  eliminate 
such  projects  will  be  appreciated  and  at  the 
same  time  you  will  be  saving  the  taxpayers’ 
money. 

With  kind  regards,  I  am. 

Sincerely, 

Russell  H.  Williams, 

Vice  President  in  Charge  of  Public  Re¬ 
lations. 

Public  Service  Electric  and  Gas  Co., 

Newark,  N.J.,  September  7 ,  1962. 

To  the  Stockholders: 

Prom  time  to  time  we  have  called  to  your 
attention  our  concern  over  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  expanding  role  in  the  field  of 
electric  energy.  We  believe  that  it  is  our 
responsibility  to  continue  to  inform  you,  as 
stockholders  and  taxpayers,  of  the  possible 
adverse  effects  of  these  various  public  power 
programs  upon  you  and  upon  the  industry 
In  which  you  have  invested.  Measured  in 
terms  of  total  Investment  in  plant  and 
equipment  and  total  taxes  paid,  the  electric 
industry  Is  this  Nation’s  largest  Industry. 
No  industry,  however,  can  continue  indefi¬ 
nitely  to  compete  favorably  with  Govern¬ 
ment-subsidized  and  tax-exempt  organiza¬ 
tions. 

The  REA  cooperatives  are  examples  of  such 
organizations  now  that  the  REA  (Rural 
Electrification  Administration)  is  deviating 
from  Its  original  purpose  of  providing  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  rural  areas  of  America  so  that 
those  areas  could  have  electricity.  The 
rapid  and  constant  growth  recorded  by  the 
REA  co-ops  is  largely  the  result  of  assistance 
by  the  Federal  Government  in  the  form  of 
low-cost  loans.  This  money  comes  from 
taxpayers  and  is  made  available  to  the  co-ops 
at  2  percent  interest,  even  though  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  must  pay  a  higher  interest 
rate  for  borrowing  funds.  Ctouple  this  ob¬ 
vious  advantage  with  the  fact  that  REA 
cooperatives  pay  little  or  no  taxes  and  one 
can  readily  see  why  the  co-ops  can  offer 
“cheap  power”  which.  In  reality,  is  subsidized 
by  every  taxpayer  in  the  United  States. 

Having  accomplished  its  original  purpose 
of  aiding  the  electrification  of  rural  areas, 
REA  has  now  stepped  up  its  lending  activity 
for  generation  and  transmission  facilities 
(G.  &  T.)  in  areas  where  investor-owned 
companies  are  able  to  supply  the  needed 
capacity.  In  the  first  18  years  of  Its  exist¬ 
ence,  REA  loans  for  G.  &  T.  totaled  only  18 
percent  of  all  electrification  loans  granted 
by  the  agency,  but  In  1961,  G.  &  T.  loans 
amounted  to  $152  million,  or  55  percent  of 
the  total.  This  year,  the  REA  has  author¬ 
ized  two  of  the  largest  loans  in  its  history. 
One,  for  $60  million,  will  go  to  the  Indiana 


Statewide  Co-Op  to  build  a  198,000-kilowatt 
generating  plant  near  Petersburg,  Ind., 
and  the  other,  amounting  to  $36.6  million, 
to  the  Basin  Electric  Power  Co-Op  in  North 
Dakota  for  a  200,000-kilowatt  generating 
plant.  These  G.  &  T.  loans  were  made  de¬ 
spite  the  contention  of  investor- owned  com¬ 
panies  serving  these  areas  that  their  capacity 
was  adequate  to  meet  REA  Cooperatives’ 
demands,  making  the  two  projects  wholly 
unnecessary. 

In  making  these  loans,  REA  has  sur¬ 
rounded  the  loan  applications  with  secrecy 
and  failed  to  justify  the  need  for  the  facil¬ 
ities,  according  to  the  investor-owned  com¬ 
panies.  A  recent  U.S.  Senate  report  on  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  comment¬ 
ing  on  REA  financing,  said:  “To  the  extent 
that  investor-owned  companies  provide  serv¬ 
ice  to  all  who  desire  it  within  their  area, 
the  need  for  Government  loans  is  reduced. 
And  to  the  extent  that  investor-ov/ned  com¬ 
panies  make  power  available  to  REA  bor¬ 
rowers  at  fair  and  reasonable  rates,  and  on 
terms  which  permit  them  to  serve  all  eligi¬ 
ble  customers  within  their  service  areas,  the 
need  and  justification  for  loans  for  generat¬ 
ing  facilities  disappears.”  On  secrecy,  the 
report  said:  “The  REA  should  approach  the 
consideration  of  such  loans  in  a  manner  de¬ 
signed  to  provide  as  full  public  information 
as  possible.” 

In  addition  to  competition  by  REA  co-ops, 
the  investor-owned  electric  Industry  faces’ 
the  competition  of  U.S.  Government  bureaus. 
In  Montana,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
has  proposed  building  the  Knowles  Dam  on 
the  Flathead  River.  The  investor-owned 
Montana  Power  Co.  estimates  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  spend  $183,666,000  of  tax¬ 
payers’  money  for  power  facilities  having 
256,000  kilowatts  of  generating  capacity,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  the  company 
already  has  a  proposal  before  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  to  build  two  smaller  dams 
on  the  same  river  to  cost  only  $42  million  and 
generate  240,000  kilowatts  of  electricity.  The 
Montana  company  estimates  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment-planned  project  would  lose  about 
$11  million  a  year,  or  a  half  billion  dollars 
in  50  years  whereas  the  company’s  program 
would  provide  $138,600,000  in  taxes  in  that 
period.  The  Government’s  Knowles  Dam 
would  flood  59,000  acres,  displace  1,284  per¬ 
sons,  cost  above  $100  million  for  relocating 
railroads,  power  lines,  pipelines  and  high¬ 
ways  and  destroy  a  famed  national  buffalo 
range.  The  company’s  two  dams  would 
flood  only  8,800  acres,  displace  12  people, 
cost  $310,000  for  relocations,  and  leave  the 
buffalo  range  undistrubed. 

Another  project,  the  much  discussed  and 
often  rejected  Passamaquoddy  Bay  tidal 
basin  in  Maine,  has  been  revived  for  con¬ 
sideration.  A  responsible  official  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  labeled  tidal  power 
projects  a  “new  frontier  of  energy”  and 
stated  that  plans  would  be  made  for  the 
development  of  these  resources.  Yet,  as  re¬ 
cently  as  a  year  ago,  the  International  Joint 
Commission  of  United  States  and  Canadian 
representatives  declared  this  multimillion- 
dollar  project  was  not  economically  feasible 
under  present  conditions. 

Referring  to  the  expansion  of  public  power. 
Representative  John  P.  Saylor,  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  senior  minority  member  of  the  House 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee, 
speaking  on  the  floor  of  the  House  on  May  24, 
said:  “If  this  move  is  not  stopped  and 
reversed  immediately  we  are  going  to  end 
up  with  a  nationalized  electric  Industry  be¬ 
fore  we  know  it.  The  Irony  of  the  whole 
thing  is  that  if  there  ever  was  an  industry 
financed  by  private  Investors  that  needed  no 
prodding,  that  needed  no  Federal  financial 
help,  it  is  the  electric  utility  Industry.  Our 
existing  electric  companies  are  ready,  willing 
and  able  to  take  care  of  all  of  our  future 
power  requirements  furnishing  ample 
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amounts  of  low-cost  electricity  to  all  con¬ 
sumers.” 

Your  thinking  on  these  matters  will  be  of 
utmost  interest  to  your  legislative  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  Washington. 

Donald  C.  Luce, 

President. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
what  my  distinguished  colleague  has 
said  is  correct.  Applications  have  been 
filed,  refilled,  and  filed  again,  but  nothing 
has  been  done.  The  Washington  Power 
Co.  did  build  two  dams  on  the  lower 
stem  of  Clark’s  Fork,  which  is  connected 
with  the  Flathead  River,  and  thence  to 
Cabinet  Gorge  and  the  Noxon  Dam. 
Every  single  bit  of  power  generated  in 
Montana  goes  out  of  the  State  of  Mon¬ 
tana.  We  are  losing  a  natural  resource. 
What  we  want  is  another  dam,  a  multi¬ 
purpose  dam,  such  as  we  have  in  the 
Hungry  Horse  in  the  Flathead  country, 
which  will  be  of  benefit  to  Montana. 

If  the  Senate  and  the  House  eventually 
authorize  the  proposal,  it  is  the  intention 
of  my  distinguished  colleague  and  my¬ 
self,  as  well  as  the  Representative  from 
the  western  district  of  Montana,  in 
which  the  project  is  located,  to  see  to  it 
that  a  preferential  proportion  of  the 
power  generated  in  western  Montana  is 
kept  in  western  Montana  for  the  benefit 
of  the  people  of  the  whole  State. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  not  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment  of  my  good  friend 
the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  tMr.  Boggs]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
another  amendment  at  the  desk.  I  call 
up  my  amendment  “10-2-62 — D.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  53, 
lines  9  and  10,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
the  following : 

China  Gardens  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho 
and  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  is  also  simple.  It  would 
delete  from  the  bill  the  China  Gardens 
Dam  project  on  the  Snake  River  between 
Idaho  and  Oregon,  a  project  which 
would  cost  an  estimated  $74  million. 

It  seems  to  me  this  project  should  be 
deleted  from  this  bill  for  further  study 
and  review,  and  to  see  what  is  finally 
done  about  the  High  Mountain  Sheep 
Dam  project  planned  for  location  im¬ 
mediately  upstream. 

The  China  Gardens  project  was  not 
given  a  hearing.  No  hearings  were  held 
in  the  other  body. 

The  facts  will  show  that  the  question 
is  merely  whether  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  spend  $75  million  to  con¬ 
struct  a  project  which  private  interests 
in  the  area  are  willing  and  able  to  con¬ 
struct  at  no  cost  to  the  taxpayers,  and 
will  obtain  identical  results.  That  is  the 
question. 

The  facts,  briefly  stated,  are  these; 
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The  China  Garden  Dam  site  is  down¬ 
stream  from  the  High  Mountain  Sheep 
project  which  has  been  deferred.  It  has 
been  deferred  apparently  because  there 
is  a  pending  license  application  before 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  by  an 
investor-owned  utUity.  Hearings  before 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  have 
been  completed  and  the  decision  on  the 
license  should  be  forthcoming  soon. 

The  China  Gardens  project  would  be 
a  regulating  dam  and  power  project  to 
be  used  in  connection  with  the  High 
Mountain  Sheep  project.  They  are 
companion  projects.  The  China  Gardens 
project  derives  its  benefits  and  jvistifi- 
cations  almost  100  percent  from  power 
generation;  only  two -tenths  of  1  percent 
of  the  benefits  from  China  Gardens  are 
assigned  to  the  only  other  purpose  and 
that  is  recreation.  An  electric  utility 
serving  the  area  has  committed  itself 
before  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  to  build  China  Gardens.  This 
would  save  the  taxpayers  $75  million. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  utility  com¬ 
pany  is  fully  qualified  in  all  respects  to 
construct  and  operate  China  Gardens 
which  will  have  to  be  completely  co¬ 
ordinated  with  High  Moimtain  Sheep. 
The  hearings  before  our  committee 
showed  conclusively,  I  believe,  that 
China  Gardens  would  be  constructed  to 
accomplish  the  same  results  whether 
built  with  Federal  or  private  fimds. 

The  China  Gardens  project  will  not 
be  needed  for  its  primary  operational 
purpose  of  reregulating  the  fluctuating 
water  released  from  High  Mountain 
Sheep  until  the  High  Mountain  Sheep 
Dam  is  constructed.  The  pow'er  from 
China  Gardens  will  not  be  needed  until 
about  1970. 

As  I  see  this  project,  it  is  part  of  the 
development  that  must  be  coordinated 
with  the  High  Mountain  Sheep  project 
just  upstream,  which  has  been  deferred. 
By  going  forward  at  this  time  with  tire 
China  Gardens  project,  we  are  getting 
the  wagon  before  the  horse.  And,  fur¬ 
thermore,  the  testimony  shows  that  both 
the  High  Mountain  Sheep  and  the  China 
Gardens  projects  can  be  accomplished 
by  private  interests  without  any  cost  to 
the  taxpayers  and  the  same  identical  re¬ 
sults  obtained.  So  the  simple  question 
is:  Why  should  the  Federal  Government 
spend  $75  million  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  on  this  project?  I  see  no  justi¬ 
fication  whatsoever  for  construction  of 
this  project  where  competent,  resource¬ 
ful  private  enterprise  stands  ready  to 
build  the  same  project  and  provide  the 
same  benefits. 

I  may  say  that  it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  private  utility  has  indicated 
that  if  for  any  reason  it  should  not  get 
the  High  Mountain  Sheep  project  li¬ 
cense,  it  would  have  no  objection  to  Fed¬ 
eral  construction  of  China  Gardens  be¬ 
cause  the  High  Moimtain  Sheep  project, 
which,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  has  been 
deferred,  and  the  China  Gardens  project 
downstream  should  be  coordinated  to¬ 
gether,  since  the  China  Gardens  project 
is  a  reregulating  project  for  High  Moun¬ 
tain  Sheep. 

And,  finally,  it  should  not  be  forgotten 
that  if  the  Federal  Government  builds 
China  Gardens,  it  would  cost  the  tax¬ 


payers  over  $75  million.  On  the  other 
hand  and  of  great  significance  and  Im¬ 
portance,  it  seems  to  me,  to  taxpayers 
throughout  the  Nation,  is  the  fact  that 
if  China  Gardens  is  undertaken  by  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise,  it  would  pay  taxes  es¬ 
timated  to  be  about  $75  million  at  pres¬ 
ent  rates  in  the  next  50  years  and,  of 
course,  double  that  amount,  or  $150  mil¬ 
lion  in  taxes  paid,  for  the  100  years  on 
which  the  Corps  of  Engineers  based  its 
China  Gardens  study. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  amendment  will  not  be  agreed  to. 
If  the  Senator  from  Delaware  yields 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator,  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  are  there 
any  further  amendments  to  be  offered? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendment  be  printed  in 
the  Record  without  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follow's : 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  Insert : 

‘‘WABASH  BASIN  INTERAGENCY  WATER 
RESOURCES  COMMISSION 

"Sbction  301.  There  Is  hereby  established 
a  Commission  to  be  known  as  the  Wabash 
Basin  Interagency  Water  Resources  Commls- 
mlssion,  referred  to  in  this  title  as  the  ‘Com¬ 
mission’. 

“Sec.  302.  (a)  Because  a  well -Integrated 
and  comprehensive  plan  of  development  and 
utilization  of  water  resources  in  the  Wabash 
River  Basin  can  only  be  achieved  on  a  co¬ 
operative  basis  with  the  participation  of  all 
affected  Federal  agencies.  States,  and  local 
agencies  and  Interests,  it  Is  essential  that  a 
full  and  complete  investigation,  study  and 
survey  be  made  of  the  land  and  water 
resources  and  their  utilization  for  the  region 
within  the  Wabash  Basin,  consisting  of  the 
watershed  of  the  entire  Wabash  River  and  its 
tributaries,  located  within  States  of  Indiana 
and  Illinois. 

“(b)  It  is  intended  that  the  Commission, 
in  the  performance  of  its  duties  will — 

“(1)  serve  as  the  principal  agency  for  the 
coordination  of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
plans  for  the  development  of  water  and 
related  land  resources  in  the  Wabash  Basin; 

“(2)  prepare  and  keep  up  to  date  a  com¬ 
prehensive,  integrated.  Joint  plan  for  water 
and  related  land  resomces  development  in 
such  basin; 

“(3)  recommend  a  long-range  schedule 
of  priorities  for  the  collection  and  analysis 
of  basic  data,  for  investigation  and  project 
planning,  and  for  construction  of  projects 
in  such  basin;  and 

“(4)  foster  and  undertake  studies  of  water 
resources  problems  in  such  basin. 

“Sec.  303.  The  Commission  shall  be  com¬ 
posed  of  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  as  follows: 

“  ( 1 )  A  Chairman  who  shall  not,  diiring  the 
period  of  his  service  on  the  Commission,  hold 
any  other  position  as  an  active  officer  or 
employee  of  the  United  States,  but  a  retired 
military  officer  or  a  retired  civilian  officer  or 
employee  of  the  Federal  Government  may  be 
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appointed  imder  this  clause  without  preju¬ 
dice  to  his  retired  status  and  he  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  compensation  payable  under 
this  title  or  to  his  retired  pay  or  annuity, 
whichever  he  may  elect; 

“(2)  One  member  from  each  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  determined  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  have  a  substantial  Interest  in  the 
work  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Commission; 

“(3)  One  or  more  members,  as  determined 
by  the  President,  from  each  of  the  States  of 
Indiana  and  Illinois,  to  be  nominated  by  the 
Governor  of  such  State,  or,  in  the  event  of 
the  failure  of  the  Governor  to  nominate  a 
person  satisfactory  to  the  President  within 
sixty  days  after  a  request  by  the  President 
to  make  a  nomination,  by  the  President 
upon  his  own  nomination,  and  unless  other¬ 
wise  determined  by  the  President,  the  term 
of  each  such  member  shall  run  for  the  same 
period  as  that  of  the  Governor  making  the 
nomination;  and 

“(4)  One  member  from  each  Interstate 
commission  created  by  a  compact  to  which 
the  consent  of  Congress  has  been  given, 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  any  of  the  waters 
of  the  Wabash  Basin,  to  be  nominated  by 
such  commission,  or,  in  the  event  of  the 
failure  of  such  commission  to  nominate  a 
person  satisfactory  to  the  President  within 
sixty  days  after  a  request  by  the  President 
to  make  a  nomination,  by  the  President  on 
his  own  nomination. 

“Sec.  304.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  or¬ 
ganize  for  the  performance  of  its  duties 
within  thirty  days  after  all  of  its  initial 
members  have  been  appointed  and  funds 
have  become  available  for  carrying  on  its 
work.  At  such  time  as  he  deems  appropriate, 
the  President  may  terminate  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  all  property,  assets,  and  records  of 
the  Commission  shall  thereafter  be  turned 
over  to  such  agency  or  agencies  of  the 
United  States  as  the  President  may  desig¬ 
nate. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  vice 
chairman  from  among  its  members. 

“(c)  Vacancies  in  the  Commission  shall 
not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in 
the  same  manner  in  which  the  original 
appointment  was  made. 

“Sec.  305.  (a)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Commission — 

“(1)  to  engage  in  such  activities  and  to 
make  such  studies  and  investigations  as  are 
necessary  or  desirable  in  the  accomplishment 
of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  302  of 
this  title; 

“(2)  to  submit  to  the  President  a  report 
on  its  work  at  least  once  a  year,  and  such 
report  shall  be  transmitted  by  the  President 
to  the  Congress,  and  to  the  head  of  each 
Federal  department  or  agency,  the  Governor 
of  each  State,  and  the  chairman  of  each 
Interstate  commission,  from  which  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Commission  has  been  appointed: 
and 

“(3)  to  submit  to  the  President  a  com¬ 
prehensive,  Integrated,  Joint  plan,  and  any 
necessary  major  revision  thereof,  for  water 
and  related  land  resources  development  in 
the  Wabash  Basin,  but  before  the  Commis¬ 
sion  transmits  such  plan  or  major  revision 
to  the  President,  it  shall  transmit  a  copy  of 
the  proposed  plan  or  revision  to  the  head 
of  each  Federal  department  or  agency,  the 
Governor  of  each  State,  and  the  chairman 
of  each  interstate  commission,  from  which  a 
member  of  the  Commission  has  been  ap¬ 
pointed,  and  each  such  department  and 
agency  head.  Governor,  and  commission 
chairman  shall  have  ninety  days  from  the 
date  of  the  receipt  of  the  proposed  plan  to 
report  his  views,  comments,  and  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Commission,  and  such 
views,  comments,  and  recommendations 
shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President  with 
such  plan  or  major  revision  after  such 
modification  by  the  Commission  as  may  be 
necessary  because  of  such  views,  comments, 
and  recommendations. 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


20993 


“(b)  Each  member  of  the  Commission, 
other  than  the  Chairman,  shall  from  time 
to  time  report  on  the  work  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  the  head  of  the  Federal  department 
or  agency,  the  Governor  of  the  State,  or  the 
chairman  of  the  Interstate  commission  from 
which  he  was  appointed,  and  shall  present 
to  the  Commission  for  its  consideration  any 
comments  or  suggestions  received  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  such  report. 

"Sec.  306.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  Its  duties  under  this  title,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  may  hold  such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at 
such  times  and  places,  take  such  testimony, 
receive  such  evidence,  and  print  or  otherwise 
reproduce  and  distribute  so  much  of  its 
proceedings  and  reports  thereon  as  it  may 
deem  advisable;  acquire,  furnish,  and  equip 
such  office  space  as  is  necessary;  use  the 
United  States  malls  in  the  same  manner  and 
upon  the  same  conditions  as  the  departments 
and  other  agencies  of  the  United  States,  em¬ 
ploy  such  personnel  as  it  deems  advisable; 
purchase,  hire,  operate,  maintain,  and  dis¬ 
pose  of  such  vehicles  as  it  may  require;  pay 
In  accordance  with  the  standardized  Gov¬ 
ernment  travel  regulations  for  travel,  sub¬ 
sistence,  and  other  necessary  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  it  or  any  of  its  members,  officers, 
or  employees,  in  the  performance  of  duties 
vested  in  it;  and  exercise  such  other  powers 
as  are  consistent  with  and  reasonably  re¬ 
quired  to  perform  its  functions  \inder  this 
title. 

“(b)  A  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Commission  holding  office  at  any  time  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  but  a  lesser  number 
may  conduct  hearings. 

“(c)  The  Chairman  of  the  Commission, 
or  any  member  thereof  designated  by  him 
for  the  purpose,  is  authorized  to  adminis¬ 
ter  oaths  when  it  is  determined  by  the 
Commission  that  testimony  shall  be  taken 
or  evidence  received  under  oath. 

“(d)  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  all 
appropriate  records  and  papers  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  be  made  available  for  public 
Inspection  dm-ing  the  ordinary  office  hours 
of  the  Commission. 

“(e)  Upon  request  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  or  any  member  or  employee 
thereof  designated  by  him  for  the  pm-pose, 
the  head  of  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
Government  is  authorized  (1)  to  furnish  to 
the  Commission  such  information,  sugges¬ 
tions,  estimates,  and  statistics  as  it  may 
need  or  believe  to  be  useful  for  carrying  out 
its  functions  and  as  may  be  available  to  or 
procurable  by  the  department  or  agency  to 
which  the  request  is  addressed,  and  (2)  to 
detail  to  temporary  duty  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  such  personnel  within  his  administra¬ 
tive  jurisdiction  as  it  may  need  or  believe  to 
be  useful  for  carrying  out  its  functions,  and 
such  department  or  agency  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  for  the  services  of  such  personnel. 

"(f)  The  Chairman  shall  be  responsible 
for  (1)  the  appointment  and  supervision  of 
personnel  employed  by  the  Commission,  (2) 
the  assignment  of  duties  and  responsibilities 
among  such  persoimel,  and  (3)  the  use  and 
expenditure  of  funds  available  to  the  Com¬ 
mission.  In  carrying  out  his  functions  under 
this  subsection,  the  Chairman  shall  be 
governed  by  the  general  policies  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  with  respect  to  the  work  to  be 
accomplished  by  it  and  the  timing  thereof. 

“Sec.  307.  (a)  Members  of  the  Commission 
appointed  pursuant  to  section  303(2)  of  this 
Act  shall  receive  no  additional  compensa¬ 
tion  by  virtue  of  their  membership  on  the 
Commission,  but  shall  continue  to  receive, 
from  appropriations  made  for  the  agency 
from  which  they  are  appointed,  the  salary 
of  their  regular  position  when  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  the  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission. 

"(b)  Members  of  the  Commission  ap¬ 
pointed  pursuant  to  section  303.  (3)  and  (4) 


of  this  Act,  shall  each  receive  compensation 
at  the  rate  of  $75  per  day  when  engaged  in 
the  performance  of  the  Commission’s  duties, 
but  the  aggregate  compensation  received  by 
any  such  member  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  in 
any  calendar  year.  The  per  annum  com¬ 
pensation  of  the  Chairman  shall  be  at  the 
rate  provided  for  grade  GS-16  under  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  or 
if  he  is  not  employed  on  an  annual  basis, 
$75  per  day  but  not  to  exceed  $12,000  in 
any  calendar  year. 

“Sec.  308.  There  are  authori2»d  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title.” 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  I  have  discussed  the 
amendment  with  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  on  February  6,  1961,  I 
introduced  S.  811,  a  bill  to  establish  a 
Wabash  Basin  Interagency  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Commission.  The  commission 
would  be  composed  of  members  of  Fed¬ 
eral  departments  which  are  principally 
concerned  with  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment,  representatives  of  the  State  of 
Indiana  and  Illinois,  and  a  representative 
of  the  Wabash  Valley  Interstate  Com¬ 
pact  Commission. 

S.  811  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  and  it  was  re¬ 
ported  favorably  by  that  committee  on 
June  6,  1961.  In  its  report  to  the  Senate 
the  committee  expressed  these  views; 

Comprehensive  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment  plans  have  been  prepared  in  the  past 
for  certain  areas  and  found  to  be  of  great 
value  in  the  formulation  and  selection  of 
projects  for  construction.  Examples  of  these 
studies  are  the  comprehensive  report  on  the 
New  York-New  England  region  and  the 
equally  comprehensive  report  on  the  Arkan¬ 
sas-White-Red  River  Basins  in  Southwestern 
United  States.  Other  comprehensive  studies, 
such  as  those  on  the  Columbia,  the  Missouri, 
the  Mississippi,  and  the  Ohio,  have  provided 
to  form  an  invaluable  basis  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  in  those  basins. 

The  Congress  has  authorized  similar  study 
commissions  for  the  southeastern  river  basins 
of  the  United  States  and  for  certain  south¬ 
western  river  basins.  The  committee  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  proposed  study  of  the 
Wabash  Basin  will  prove  of  equal  value  in 
the  future  development  of  the  water  and 
related  resources  of  this  extremely  important 
area  of  our  Nation. 

The  Senate  then  passed  the  bill  on 
June  13,  1961. 

On  July  13,  1961,  the  President  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  his  draft  legisla¬ 
tion  implementing  certain  recommenda¬ 
tions  contained  in  his  message  of  Febru¬ 
ary  23,  1961,  on  natural  resources.  This 
legislation  would  provide  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Nation’s  natural  resources 
through  the  establishment  of  a  water  re¬ 
sources  council  and  river  basin  commis¬ 
sions.  Subsequently,  when  the  agency 
reports  on  my  bill  were  sent  to  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  they  recom¬ 
mended  against  enactment  of  S.  811  say¬ 
ing  that  they  believed  the  overall  river 
basin  water  resources  commission  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  President  was  preferable  to 
individual  river  basin  commissions  for  a 
particular  area.  Consequently,  the 
House  did  not  act  on  my  bill. 

It  now  appears,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  administration’s  recommended  om¬ 
nibus  bill  will  not  only  fail  to  pass  Con¬ 


gress  this  year,  but  that  perhaps  it  will 
not  pass  next  year  or  the  year  after.  An 
overall  program  such  as  he  has  proposed 
takes  long  and  careful  planning  in  order 
to  be  acceptable  to  the  States  and  effec¬ 
tive  for  the  Nation. 

It  is  for  this  reason,  that  I  am  pro¬ 
posing  S.  811  as  an  amendment  to  the 
omnibus  public  works  authorization  bill 
before  the  Senate  now.  The  Wabash 
Basin  cannot  afford  to  wait  an  intermi¬ 
nable  length  of  time  for  an  effective  and 
comprehensive  planning  body  to  coordi¬ 
nate  flood  control  and  water  resources 
development.  We  have  taken  big  steps 
in  the  last  3  or  4  years  in  initiating  vi¬ 
tally  needed  flood  control  projects.  The 
people  of  the  Wabash  Valley,  which  com¬ 
prises  33,100  square  miles  and  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  over  4  million  cannot  go  on 
suffering  year  after  year  from  the  rav¬ 
ages  of  frequent  and  severe  floods  be¬ 
cause  of  the  lack  of  coordination  and 
the  stop-and-start  history  of  our  flood- 
control  efforts.  In  recent  years  the 
monetary  damages  from  these  floods 
have  amounted  to  $140  million.  These 
damages  could  have  been  prevented  had 
there  been  a  coordinated  and  planned 
effort  of  flood  control  which  would  have 
moved  ahead  10  to  15  years  ago. 

Time  is  expensive  and  disastrous  to  our 
people  of  the  Wabash  Basin.  I  ask, 
therefore,  that  the  Senate  accept  my 
amendment  and  give  the  Wabash  Basin 
a  chance  to  keep  moving  ahead. 

The  idea  grew  out  of  a  visit  made  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr]  to  the  Wabash  Valley 
Association  at  its  meeting  in  Mount 
Carmel,  Ill.,  in  1960,  where  he  delivered 
an  excellent  address  and  encouraged  our 
peole  to  become  interested  in  protecting 
their  water  resources. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  to  include  the 
project  as  a  provision  in  the  bill  so  that 
we  may  proceed  with  the  comprehensive 
development  of  the  Wabash  River  Valley. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  has  been  approved  by  the  Public 
Works  Committee  on  two  different  oc¬ 
casions,  and  was  adopted  and  approved 
by  the  Senate  on  one  occasion.  It  fol¬ 
lows  the  pattern  that  has  been  in  opera¬ 
tion  for  at  least  the  years  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  has  been  in  the 
Senate  with  reference  to  the  resources  of 
the  river  basins.  I  ask  that  there  be 
done  for  the  Wabash  Basin  what  has 
been  done  for  many  others.  I  suggest 
that  the  amendment  be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
HartkeI  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

devils  jump  dam  project 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  at  this  time  to  express  my 
support  for  a  project  in  the  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  bill  on  which  I  have 
worked  for  a  long  time.  I  refer  to  the 
Devils  Jump  Dam  project  on  the  Big 
South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River 
Basin.  This  dam  will  be  a  great  bene¬ 
fit  for  the  States  of  Tennessee  and  Ken- 


No.  181 - 9 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


20991 


tucky.  Although  the  dam  would  be  phys¬ 
ically  located  in  McCreary  County, 
Ky.,  its  benefits  would  extend  through¬ 
out’  northeast  Tennessee,  provid¬ 
ing  additional  electric  power,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  recreation,  soil  conservation,  and 
other  benefits.  The  cost  of  the  dam 
has  been  estimated  at  approximately 
$150  million,  but  I  believe  that  this 
expenditure  would  be  most  reason¬ 
able  in  order  to  achieve  the  numerous 
benefits  just  enumerated.  I  might  also 
point  out  that  these  benefits  would  ac¬ 
crue  to  an  area  of  my  State  where  there  is 
presently  a  difficult  and  persistent  prob¬ 
lem  with  unemployment.  The  jobs,  soil 
conservation,  electric  power  and  other 
benefits  of  the  proposed  Devils  Jump 
Dam  should  be  a  great  weapon  in  the 
fight  against  unemployment  in  these 
areas  of  Tennessee. 

I  might  also  say,  Mr.  President,  that  I 
have  been  interested  in  this  project  for 
quite  some  time  and  have  been  privi¬ 
leged  to  work  on  it  in  the  past  years 
with  my  colleagues  from  Tennessee  and 
Kentucky.  Over  a  year  ago,  in  the  first 
session  of  this  Congress,  Senator  Gore 
and  I  introduced  S.  2381  to  authorize 
the  construction  of  Devils  Jump.  I  also 
participated  with  my  good  colleagues 
Senator  Cooper  and  Senator  Gore,  and 
Congressman  Howard  Baker,  of  Tennes¬ 
see,  and  Congressman  Eugene  Siler,  of 
Kentucky,  in  conferences  with  the  Budg¬ 
et  Bureau  in  order  to  gain  the  approval 
of  that  agency  to  the  Devils  Jump 
project. 

Today,  I  am  equally  happy  to  advo¬ 
cate  authorization  of  Devils  Jump  in 
accordance  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers’ 
favorable  recommendation  on  the  proj¬ 
ect.  It  is  a  fine  project  proposed  for 
an  area  of  Tennessee  and  Kentucky 
which  needs  it  badly.  I  sincerely  urge 
the  Senate  to  give  the  Devils  Jump  proj¬ 
ect  favorable  consideration. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  have  heretofore  spoken 
in  support  of  one  of  the  projects,  the 
Devils  Jump  Dam,  which  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  and  I  and 
our  colleagues  are  interested  in. 

At  this  time  I  join  in  paying  tribute 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr]  for  his  consideration 
and  for  his  fairness,  as  well  as  to  all  the 
members  of  his  committee,  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  these  projects.  I  feel  that 
they  are  worthy  projects;  they  are  a  part 
of  the  development  of  our  great  Nation. 
It  is  in  the  interest  of  our  national  heri¬ 
tage  to  develop  our  country  for  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  our  people.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  and  the  members  of  his  com¬ 
mittee  have  rendered  an  outstanding 
service.  It  is  a  good  bill.  I  am  glad  that 
it  will  be  passed,  and  I  hope  it  will  be 
unanimously  passed,  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  that  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  placed 
in  the  bill  on  my  motion,  four  projects, 
thus  authorizing  the  Congress  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  advance  engineering  and 
design,  and  construction,  through  the 
regular  process  of  appropriations. 

These  projects  are:  Devils  Jump  Dam 
and  Reservoir  on  the  South  Fork  of  the 


Cumberland  River,  the  Red  River,  Carr 
Fork,  and  Eagle  Creek  Dams  and  Reser¬ 
voirs  on  the  Kentucky  River.  The 
Booneville  Reservoir  has  been  previously 
authorized. 

As  these  important  projects  are  not 
included  in  the  bill  passed  by  the  House, 
I  earnestly  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
support  these  Kentucky  projects  by  an 
overwhelming  majority,  and  that  the 
Senate  conferees  will  urge  the  House 
conferees  to  approve  these  projects  so 
that  their  authorization  may  be  com¬ 
pleted.  We  have  completed  our  approval 
in  the  Senate. 

I,  too,  join  in  the  compliments  to  our 
chairman,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  for  his  able  leadership  in 
the  development  of  the  pending  bill  and 
for  the  kindness  and  fairness  which  he 
showed  to  all  the  Members  and  also  to 
those  who  came  before  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  H.R.  13273, 
the  companion  House  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
13273)  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  after  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  be  stricken  and  that  there 
be  inserted  in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of 
the  Senate  bill,  S.  3773,  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  technical  cor¬ 
rections  be  made  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
of  the  amendment  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ICERR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Henator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky,  the  ranking  Republican  member 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee,  for  his 
great  contributions  to  the  bill  and  for 
that  of  all  members  of  the  committee. 
The  names  of  Senators  who  worked  so 
hard  in  holding  the  hearings  on  the  bill 
and  considering  it  over  long  hours  con- 
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stitute  an  honor  roll.  I  am  deeply  grate¬ 
ful  to  each  of  them,  and  I  express  my 
congratulations  to  them  on  the  contribu¬ 
tions  they  have  made  in  bringing  about 
what  I  believe  to  be  one  of  the  great 
bills  with  which  I  have  had  any  con¬ 
nections. 

Mr.  STENNIS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  for  a  brief  state¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  Idaho  is 
the  one  State  in  the  intermountain  West 
with  an  abundance  of  water  resources. 
The  future  of  Idaho  can  be  unlimited  if 
we  develop  our  rivers  wisely  and  well. 
The  pending  bill  is  a  great  landmark  for 
the  State  of  Idaho.  To  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  who  has  had 
the  floor  management  and  leadership  of 
the  bill,  I  express  the  thanks  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Idaho,  because  our  State  has  been 
most  generously  treated. 

It  has  been  a  long,  dry,  barren  period, 
preceding  the  enactment  of  the  bill,  be¬ 
cause  the  policy  of  the  previous  adminis¬ 
tration,  of  no  new  starts,  has  meant  that 
we  have  had  to  wait  many  years  to  get 
on  with  the  comprehensive  development 
of  the  water  resources  of  Idaho.  This 
bill  will  give  us  a  blueprint  for  moving 
Idaho  forward  which  is  without  prece¬ 
dent,  and  we  are  greatly  indebted  to  all 
the  members  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  especially  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  who  was 
in  charge  of  the  bill  today,  for  the  treat¬ 
ment  that  has  been  given  to  our  State. 

I  close  these  remarks  by  expressing  the 
hope  that  the  projects  which  have  been 
included  in  the  bill  for  Idaho  will  go  to 
conference  and  will  remain  in  the  bill 
following  the  conference.  I  know  the 
members  of  the  Senate  committee  will  do 
everything  possible  to  make  certain  that 
the  projects  are  retained  in  the  final  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill. 

I  extend  my  personal  thanks  and  the 
thanks  of  the  people  of  Idaho  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  his  friend¬ 
ship  and  for  the  understanding  he  has 
shown  of  our  problems  which  affect  the 
future  potential  of  our  State  and  the  fu¬ 
ture  of  the  people  of  Idaho. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ad¬ 
dress  a  question  to  the  resourceful  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  on  behalf  of  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
who  is  intensely  interested  in  several 
projects  in  the  pending  measure.  In  his 
absence,  I  wish  to  inquire  concerning  the 
authorization  for  the  multiple  purpose 
dam  and  reservoir  on  the  Raystown 
Branch  of  the  Juniata  River  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  The  proviso  reads : 

The  installation  of  power  generating  fa¬ 
cilities  shall  not  be  made  until  a  reexamina¬ 
tion  report  is  submitted  by  the  Corps. 

The  committee  report  indicates  that 
the  other  “power  features  provided  in 
section  203’’  shall  apply  to  the  Raystown 
project. 

Does  this  mean  specifically  that  the 
requirement  in  section  203,  “penstocks 
and  other  similar  facilities  shall  be  in- 
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stalled  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this 
act,”  applies  to  this  Raystown  project 
in  Pennsylvania,  in  which  the  senior 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has  a  keen 
concern? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  answer  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  “Yes.”  There  is  a  section  in  the 
bill  and  in  various  public  laws  which  re¬ 
quires  the  inclusion  of  penstocks  in  proj¬ 
ects  which  have  hydroelectric  potential. 
The  Raystown  branch  project  definitely 
qualifies. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  for  his  helpful 
answer.  Under  his  proven  leadership 
our  committee  has  brought  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  comprehensive  measure  for  proj¬ 
ects  of  value  to  our  people  in  all  sections 
of  the  country. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  in  connection  with 
this  national  program  there  are  four 
projects  in  the  measure  which  are  of 
special  significance  to  West  Virginia, 
three  of  them  calling  for  authorization 
of  flood  control  works  within  the  border 
of  the  State  and  the  fourth  being  a  com¬ 
bination  flood  control  and  water  storage 
facility  important  to  West  Virginia, 
Maryland,  Virginia  and  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

In  the  latter  instance  I  refer  to  the 
item  for  the  North  Fork  of  the  Potomac 
River — a  dam  and  reservoir  near  Bloom¬ 
ington,  Md.,  and  Piedmont,  W.  Va.,  with 
an  estimated  total  cost  of  $50,965,000. 
This  is  a  very  worthy  project  which  will 
contribute  much  to  the  solution  of  Po¬ 
tomac  River  Basin  problem  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  water  supply,  and  water  purifica¬ 
tion.  Likewise,  it  will  provide  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  anticipated  construction 
stage  in  sections  of  the  States  of  Mary¬ 
land  and  West  Virginia  where  new  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  and  new  payrolls 
are  needed. 

The  three  projects  proposed  for  au¬ 
thorization  within  the  actual  borders  of 
West  Virginia  are  in  the  vast  Ohio  River 
Basin  and  are  as  follows:  Justice  Dam 
and  Reservoir  in  the  Guyandot  River  Ba¬ 
sin  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000, 
with  the  impoundment  area  to  be  in  Wy¬ 
oming  County  and  with  flood  protection 
intended  to  be  afforded  for  that  coimty. 
as  well  as  Logan,  Lincoln,  and  Cabell 
Counties.  Especially  damaging  floods 
have  been  occurring  almost  annually  in 
recent  years  in  the  city  of  Logan  and 
other  communities  of  Logan  County  and 
downstream  into  Lincoln  and  Cabel 
Comities.  There  have  been  some  dis¬ 
putes  concerning  values  and  benefits  in¬ 
volved  in  this  project  proposal,  but  no 
controversy  over  the  need  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  protective '  measures.  An  ex¬ 
tensive  hearing  was  held  and  an  ade¬ 
quate  legislative  history  was  compiled 
which  indicates  appropriateness  of  pos¬ 
sible  further  hearings  before  any  land 
is  acquired  and  before  construction  be¬ 
gins.  I  hope  satisfactory  solutions  will 
be  found  as  this  project  moves  through 
the  planning  and  engineering  phases  to 
the  end  that  parties  in  dispute  with  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  will  be  disposed  to 
be  cooperative  because,  Mr.  President, 
the  flood  protection,  recreational  bene¬ 
fits,  and  employment  opportunities  in¬ 
herent  in  this  project  are  most  signifi¬ 


cant  and  necessary  for  the  Guyandot 
River  Basin.  In  the  development  of  the 
legislative  history  and  the  furthering  of 
this  project,  I  am  privileged  to  commend 
the  cooperation  by  my  diligent  colleague 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  and 
three  very  capable  colleagues  in  the  other 
body.  Representatives  Kee,  Heckler,  and 
Slack.  Senator  Byrd  has  been  particu¬ 
larly  active  on  behalf  of  this  project 
since  he  came  to  the  Congress  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  representing  the  Sixth  Congressional 
District  which  included  Logan  County 
where  the  flood  impacts  have  been  most 
severe.  The  flood  of  record  occurred  in 
1957  at  Logan  and  spurred  my  colleague 
to  sponsor  the  resolution  under  which 
the  Guyandot  River  Basin  studies  were 
undertaken  as  the  forerunner  to  the 
favorable  action  I  urge  today  in  author¬ 
izing  this  project. 

Beech  Pork  Reservoir  on  Twelvepole 
Creek  in  Wayne  County  is  proposed  for 
authorization  as  another  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  flood  control  works  in  the  Ohio 
River  Basin.  It  is  estimated  to  cost  $11 
million  and  would  be  an  important 
complement  to  East  Lynn  Reservoir  in 
the  Twelvepole  Creek  watershed  where 
flooding  likewise  has  been  severe.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  hearing  on  this  project,  I  was 
privileged  to  associate  myself  with  the 
cogent  and  timely  statement  made  by 
Representative  Heckler  as  the  principal 
proponent  of  this  worthy  flood  control 
proposal  which  also  embraces  important 
recreational  benefits. 

Buckhannon  River  channelization  and 
realinement  in  the  vicinity  of  the  city  of 
Buckhannon  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,206,000  is  necessary  in  the  interest 
of  providing  flood  control  and  protec¬ 
tion  to  residential  and  commercial  prop¬ 
erties,  as  well  as  public  roads  and  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  parts  of  the  campus  of  West 
Vu'ginia  Wesleyan  College.  There  is  a 
modest  amount  of  local  cost  sharing 
involved  in  this  worthy  project  and  I 
strongly  urge  authorization  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  Federal  share.  Repre¬ 
sentative  Cleveland  M.  Bailey,  whose 
district  has  embraced  Upshur  County, 
and  Representative  Harley  O.  Staggers, 
whose  district  now  includes  that  county, 
have  actively  and  helpfully  supported 
and  furthered  the  progres  of  this  proj¬ 
ect  and  I  gratefully  commend  their 
cooperation. 

The  projects  for  provision  of  flood 
control  in  the  Guyandot  River  Basin, 
in  the  Twelvepole  watershed,  and  in  the 
Buckhannon  River  are  estimated  to  cost 
a  total  of  $72,683,000  and,  when  author¬ 
ized,  funded  and  amortized,  would  rep¬ 
resent  Federal  investments  with  favor¬ 
able  benefit-cost  ratios.  The  $50,965,000 
North  Fork  of  the  Potomac  Reservoir 
and  water  supply  facility  would  be  an 
especially  important  investment  and  is 
a  project  which  has  had  a  remarkable 
minimum  of  opposition. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
and  his  distinguished  subcommittee  for 
the  unusual,  excellent,  and  highly  im¬ 
portant  work  they  have  done  on  this  ex¬ 
cellent  piece  of  legislation.  As  one  who 
has  helped  to  pass  upon  so  many  mat¬ 
ters  concerning  our  vast  military  pro¬ 
gram  and  essential  expenditures,  I  have 


a  special  warmth  of  appreciation  for 
long-range  items  which  will  serve  not 
only  our  generation,  but  also  generations 
to  come;  which  will  be  producing  wealth, 
income,  and  the  upbuilding  of  the  econ¬ 
omy  and  strength  of  the  people  of  our 
great  Nation. 

There  is  no  more  zealous  chairman  of 
a  subcommittee  or  acting  chairman  of  a 
committee,  and  none  more  competent, 
than  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr].  He  shows  the  greatest  concern 
for  our  requests. 

I  proposed  one  project  on  an  emer¬ 
gency  basis,  and  not  only  the  committee 
and  the  subcommittee,  but  also  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  extended  themselves  in  overtime 
and  extra  work  in  order  to  bring  the  item 
to  a  focus,  so  the  committee  could  pass 
upon  it. 

These  projects  constitute  a  great 
source  of  the  strength  of  our  Nation.  I 
am  one  who  feverently  appreciates  the 
work  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  and  other  Senators  for 
their  kind  remarks.  I  receive  no  greater 
joy  in  my  service  in  the  Senate  than  I 
do  in  connection  with  the  authorization, 
the  building,  and  the  continuing  of  the 
building  of  these  projects  across  the 
length  and  breadth  of  our  50  States. 
All  of  us.  in  our  home  areas,  receive 
requests  from  constituents  to  assist  in 
bringing  industry  to  our  States;  and  we 
do. 

Every  water  development  project  is  of 
itself  a  great  industry;  and  every  one 
of  them  is  an  incubator  from  which  is 
hatched  every  day — and  it  will  be  so  long 
as  the  program  is  in  existence — industry 
for  the  development  of  local  communi¬ 
ties  and  the  improvement  of  the  economy 
of  the  area,  the  prosperity  of  the  people, 
and  the  strength  of  the  community,  the 
State,  and  the  Nation. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  Senator  who  is 
more  aware  of  that  fact,  or  who  has  made 
a  greater  contribution  to  the  program 
than  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  I  am  grateful  to  him. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  join  in  all  the  pleas¬ 
ant  things  which  have  been  said  about 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and 
the  acting  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  He  has  been  most  kind 
and  gracious  in  helping  us  in  every  way 
possible.  I  think  he  has  made  one  of 
the  greatest  contributions  which  has 
been  made  during  the  entire  session  of 
Congress  in  bringing  the  public  works 
bill  to  passage. 

As  he  has  well  said,  these  projects  will 
last  for  many  generations.  One  needs 
only  to  visit  any  country  which  does  not 
have  such  projects  to  know  why  the 
economy  is  poor.  I  do  not  think  any 
greater  contribution  can  be  made  to  the 
American  economy  than  to  develop  our 
water  resources. 

A  number  of  these  projects  will  be  con¬ 
structed  in  North  Carolina.  I  am  deeply 
grateful  for  all  the  help  I  have  received 
from  the  distinguished  acting  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee. 

The  PRESIDING  .OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  question 
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is.  Shall  the  bill  pass? 
question. ! 

The  bill  (H.R.  13273)  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments  and  request  a  conference  thereon 
with  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  OflBcer  appointed  Mr.  Kerr, 
Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
Cooper,  and  Mr.  Fong  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  Senate  bill  3773  will  be  in¬ 
definitely  postponed. 


CONDITIONS  AT  OXFORD,  MISS. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  accord¬ 
ing  to  press  reports,  the  number  of  regu¬ 
lar  military  troops  in  the  area  in  and 
around  the  campus  of  the  University  of 
Mississippi,  including  Oxford  and  nearby 
places,  totals  between  10,000  and  15,000. 
The  reports  vary,  and  it  is  almost  im¬ 
possible  to  get  accurate  figures.  This 
number  constitutes  more  than  an  Army 
division. 

However,  one  thing  is  apparent  and 
obvious  to  all.  Far  more  troops  are  in 
■  Mississippi  than  can  possibly  be  needed 
"to  meet  any  contingency. 

In  the  early  hours  of  Sunday  morning, 
September  30,  the  entire  Army  and  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  State  of  Missis¬ 
sippi  were  “federalized”  and  called  to 
active  duty.  These  orders  affected 
11,073  Mississippians  from  all  walks  of 
life.  They  affected  businessmen,  farm¬ 
ers,  laborers,  college  students,  lawyers, 
doctors,  clerks,  and,  in  short,  men  in 
every  field  of  endeavor. 

These  men  have  been  taken  from  their 
homes  and  their  work  and  have  been 
pressed  into  Federal  service.  More  than 
70  percent  of  them  have  been  assigned 
no  duties  whatever  but  have  been  told^ 
only  to  report  to  their  National  Guaa 
armory  to  engage  in  “training  ope^- 
tions.” 

Only  3,000  of  the  more  than^l,000 
Mississippi  National  Guardsmen^eder- 
alized  have  actually  seen  duty  U^he  Ox¬ 
ford  area.  The  108th  ArmoDM  Cavalry 
Regiment  was  the  first  to  res^  the  cam¬ 
pus  on  Sunday  night.^Dther  units 
pressed  into  service  in  th^  area  include : 
First  Battle  Group,  IS^jP  Infantry;  Sec¬ 
ond  Battle  Group,  15^h  Infantry;  and 
134th  Surgical  Hosp^l  Unit. 

The  remaining  Jfooo  men  in  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  NationaUDuard  have  been  pulled 
away  from  tha^  daily  pursuits,  pressed 
into  service  J^t  have  been  completely 
idle.  Thersfis  certainly  no  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that^ieir  services  will  be  needed. 
I  am  tol(*that  in  this  group  are  from  700 
to  l,00C^ollege  students  who  are  missing 
class^and  whose  schoolwork,  if  they 


are  not  permitted  to  return  soon,  will  be 
seriously  affected  and  cause  them  to  fall 
far  behind  in  their  studies. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  urgent  and  im¬ 
perative  that  these  unused  units  of  the 
Mississippi  National  Guard  be  released 
from  active  Federal  duty  at  once  and  be 
permitted  to  return  to  their  homes  and 
resume  their  normal  daily  activities. 
Their  activity  on  military  duty  is  un¬ 
necessary,  and  action  should  be  taken 
immediately  to  release  them. 

Some  10,000  to  12,000  Regular  U.S. 
Army  troops,  in  addition  to  those  I  have 
mentioned,  are  now  stationed  in  Missis¬ 
sippi,  either  in  the  Oxford  area  or  at 
other  points.  Consideration  has  been 
given  to  the  staging  of  a  football  game 
at  Oxford  on  Saturday  of  this  week.  Of 
course,  that  would  involve  the  handling 
of  huge  crowds  which  would  come  from 
many  areas.  A  sense  of  the  utmost  cau¬ 
tion  ha.js  caused  this  game  to  be  moved 
to  Jackson,  Miss.,  which  is  far  removed 
from  the  site  of  the  University  of  Missis- 
jSippi,  at  Oxford. 

Things  are  quiet  there,  and  are  quiet 
otier  the  entire  State.  The  point  I  make 
noW  is  that  the  number  of  Regular  U.S. 
soldr^i’s  there  is  far  beyond  the  numbeiy 
whicm^ould  possibly  be  needed.  This 
certain^  neither  the  time  nor  the  phrce 
for  a  regVfiar  and  routine  Army  ma^u- 
ver,  exercise,  or  operation.  Th^con- 
tinued  preseii^e  of  the  unnecesi^y,  im- 
invited,  and  \mwelcomed  trooj^  is  op¬ 
pressive  to  a  and  peaceful  people. 
Their  continued^resence  .^ill  tend  to 
create  further  tenamn. 

I  hope  that  all  n^tai#  forces  can  be 
removed  from  Missisayroi  soon. 

I  have  gone  into  ^^s  matter  thor¬ 
oughly;  I  have  kei^  i^touch  with  it 
hour  by  hour;  an^  thinH^  know  what 
I  am  talking  aboyf  in  regarVto  the  con¬ 
ditions. 

I  most  serioj^ly  urge  that  ou^National 
GuardsmeUj^t  least  those  not  iVactual 
use,  be  pafinitted  to  return  t^^heir 
normal  a^ivities,  and  not  be  com^led 
day  aitjK  day  to  go  to  their  armorie^r 
where^r  their  posts  are.  I  also  m’ge  tha 
imrt^iate  consideration,  and  therefor^ 
coj^nued  consideration,  be  given  to  re- 
fcing  the  number  of  the  Regular  U.S. 
Soldiers  there.  In  my  humble  opinion, 

'  the  number  there  is  far,  far  greater  than 
the  number  who  could  possibly  be  put  to 
any  use;  and  their  continued  presence 
there  could  have  no  useful  purpose. 

I  am  urging  these  facts  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  to  those  in  authority; 
and  I  wish  to  bring  this  report  to  the 
attention  of  the  other  Members  of  the 
Senate,  including  the  fact  that  the  situ¬ 
ation  in  Mississippi  is  quiet  and  peace¬ 
ful  and  there  is  no  further  need  for  this 
large  number  of  Regular  soldiers. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


JANE  FROMAN,  GYPSY  MARKOFF, 
AND  JEAN  ROSEN 
Mr.  MANSFIELD  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee,  who  wishes  to 
bring  up  a  measure  which  will  take  only 
a  brief  time. 


Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  1 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  House  bill, 
12313,  for  the  relief  of  Jane  Fromar 
Gypsy  Markoff,  and  Jean  Rosen,  be  re^ 
twice  by  its  title  and  be  considered^ at 
this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  ^there 
objection?  Without  objection^t  is  so 
ordered;  and  the  Senate  wijf  proceed 
to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  Resident,  this 
bill  has  been  passed  by  Ufe  House,  and 
has  been  approved  by  Use  Senate  Judi¬ 
ciary  Committee.  I  h^e  been  asked  by 
the  chairman  of  the ^ommittee  to  bring 
up  the  bill  today  ip  the  Senate. 

It  is  a  claim  wfi  for  the  benefit,  in 
accordance  witl^,ction  of  the  Court  of 
Claims,  of  thr^  persons — Jane  Froman, 
Gypsy  Markc^,  and  Jean  Rosen. 

I  may  ca^  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  Sena^r  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  i^roduced  a  Senate  bill  for  the 
relief  ^f  Jean  Rosen.  The  Senator 
from^ennsylvania  worked  diligently  in 
conj^ction  with  the  bill,  and  presented 
it ^  the  Judiciary  Committee  and  to  the 
mate.  That  bill,  S.  3645,  for  the  re¬ 
fief  of  Jean  Rosen  in  the  amount  of 
$20,000,  has  been  passed.  House  bill 
12313  provides  a  similar  amount  for  her, 
so  that  after  House  bill  12313  is  passed, 
the  action  taken  by  the  Senate  in  pass¬ 
ing  Senate  bill  3645  should  be  recon¬ 
sidered,  and  Senate  bill  3645  should  be 
indefinitely  postponed. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  third 
reading  and  passage  of  House  bill  12313. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  amendment  to  be  proposed,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  and 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  12313)  was  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  vote  by 
which  Senate  bill  3645  was  passed  be 
reconsidered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  ask  that  Senate  bill  3645  be  indef¬ 
initely  postponed. 

^he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
OD^tection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


:.ENITA  N.  STEPHl^SON 
Mr.  jJSANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unaniSaous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  tSf  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  2160,  HoW  bill  9285,  for  the  relief 
of  Helenita  N.^ephenson. 

The  PRESIDHSp  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  Objection,  the  bill 
(H.R.  9285)  for  the  i^ef  of  Helenita  N. 
Stephenson  was  considared,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  was  read^yie  third  time, 
and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Hresident,  in 
connection  with  the  bill  jusWpassed,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent,  on  benWf  of  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Smith],  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  a  statement  prepare^by 
him  covering  the  various  aspects  of  Siis 
case. 


■  ■ 


ftf 

'’>  nv. 


«r 


€ 


■  flA 


>s3^ 


^'f. 


■r/. 


W-i 


'5^ 


iiL 


j-jf- 


Sr^.': 


>r^.  «  : 


yk 


K*j 


'y-.'y 


\'V- 


!W>. 


l^-r.4n 


rW 


s*^.'*-f  ' 


'•<-1 


nkstsw-. 


f' '»■  ^ ' 


'lAiiorr  __ 

■:U>rt«i.  ,■ 


i*^i 


i  f'j  ; 


m 


>  i*'. 


k.£6^ 


KiVc-t'  -v  '■  ' ''7''  i.4f^' 

6f^'»  f»»  »  *,»  r,i  jp  *  «,*  jn 


WM  -'' 

_  _  _ ...^ _ _ 


Vvf' 


■p 


IK  tfr  t^»»y 


:SSIOIAL 
PROCEEDINGS 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCl 


OF  INT^EST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


'>  ■  ; 


) 


CONTENTS 


ACP . .'18 

Adjournment. . . 31,36 

Agricultural 

appropriations . 14 

Appropriations . 

7,14,15,30,32,35 

ASC  committees . 5,38 

Automation . 40 

Bridges. . .25 

Centennial . 47 

Chemicals . 52 

Conservation . 26 

Cotton . . 17 


Electrification, . , ./.23,46 

Employm^t . ^ , ....  20 

Expenditu^s, . .  ./f . . .  28,41 

Extension  w^rkyC . ,.54 

Farm  labor.. . 29,48 

Farm  progranK.\, . 16,49 

Flood  cont^l.  .8,30,42 
Food-and^outh  dr$ease..33 
Fbreigy^id. .....  32 , 39 

Forei^  trade . 2ZV^7,44 

Fore^  products . \.45 

Forest  Service . 19^51 

)lden  eagle . . 


I  (For  information 
I  should  not  be  q^^oted 
H  or  cite 

Issued  Oct.  8,  19 
For  actions  of  Oct.  4, ^,^6,1962 

87th-2d/ Nos.  182  & 
183 


Grants^n-aid. . . 43 

Impor^ea . 29 

Inspection . 25 

Lajafus, . . ..,,4,16 

jgislative  program . 

. 13,30,35 

Legislative  record. 2, 12,34 

Lumber  industry . .,45 

Milk . 37 

Patents . '. . . 53 

Pay  increase . 3,33 

Personnel . 3,20,33,56 

Political  activity . .55 

Postal  rates . 3,33 

Public  works . 8,30 

Research . 1 

Roads . 11 

Stockpiles . .50 

Surplus  food . . ,24 

Ttade  fairs . ..6 

Transportation . 10,21 

Virgin  Islands . 55 

Wool . 29 


) 


HIGHLIGHTS;  (Oct,  5) 
al  appropriation  bill, 
priation  bill.  Sen. 


S^ate  insisted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  on  agricultur- 
’'Sen.  Russell  objected  to  reportingNof  supplemental  appro- 
illand  inserted  Sen.  Eastland's  article  urging  that  cotton 
be  made  more  competLifive.  Sen.  Morse  commended  Land  and  People  Conference  in  Ore. 
Senate  passed  billvTo  facilitate  work  of  Forest  Service,  Sen.^orse  inserted 
Secretary  Freeman/s  letter  refuting  charge  of  political  influenc\  in  locating 
forest  fire  res^rch  laboratories.  House  agreed  to  conference  re^rt  on  pay  bill. 
House  receive^ conference  report  on  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill. \  Rep,  Pfost 
commended  ASjZ;  county  committeemen.  (Oct.  6)  House  agreed  to  confer^ce  report  on 
foreign  ai^ appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE  -  October  4,  1962 

RESEARCH.  Rep.  Reuss  criticized  geographic  concentration  of  Federal  resea^h 
grants  saying,  "  . . . ^it  not  only  boosts  the  technological  advance  of  some  it 
dustries  but  distorts  their  natural  geographic  distribution  across  the— coun¬ 
try."  pp.  21280-2 


LEGISLATIVE  ACCX)MPLISHMENTS.  Several  Representatives  inserted  statements  on 
legislative  accomplishments  of  the  2nd  session  of  the  d7th  Congress,  pp.  > 
\21265-7,  21279-80  / 


HOUSE  -  October  5,  1962 


PAY  BIlX.  By  a  vote  of  312  to  20,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  H.  R,  7927, 
the  po^al  increase  and  pay  bill.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  ^e  President, 
pp.  214^-15 

LANDS,  ConcWred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R,  7781,  to  ^thorize  GSA  to 
convey  by  qu^clairrf^ deed  a  parcel  of  land  in  Prince  George s/^unty,  Md, ,  to 
the  Silver  Hil\  Voluntary  Fire  Department  and  Rescue  Squa^  The  Senate  amend- 
,  ments  inserted  language  of  H.  R.  11111,  to  amend  the/act  of  October  4,  1961, 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  and  c^vey  certain  forest 
lands  in  Iowa  so  a^to  provide  that  such  sale  shall  \3jt  subject  to  the  condition 
that  the  property  beNused  for  public  purposes,  and  ^serted  the  language  of 

S.  3589,  to  authorize  i:he  Secretary  of  Agrlculture/to  acquire  certain  lands  in 
Wright  County,  Minn.  and.  exchange  them  with  the  ^ate  of  Minnesota  for  State- 
owned  lands  in  the  Super^r  National  Forest.  TmIb  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  p,  21422 


5.  ASC  COMMITTEES.  Rep.  Pfost  codxnended  the 
is  these  men  I  want  to  salute  tb^day  and 
past  which  have  resulted  in  the  ^eatesj 


county  committeemen  saying,  "It 
tank  them  for  their  efforts  in  the 
agriculture  in  the  world."  p.  21464 


6.  TRADE  FAIRS.  Received  and  agreed  to^ji^e  conference  report  on  S.  3389,  to  pro¬ 

mote  foreign  cotranerce  through  the  ^^se\pf  mobile  trade  fairs  (H.  Rept.  2538). 
pp.  21416-7,  21496 

7.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILLy/i963.  Rec^ved  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  13175  (H.  Rept.  ^40).  pp.  2l4iW-60,  21496 

- 

8.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Rep.  Saylor  objected  to  a  unanimous  consent  request  to  appoint 

conferees  on  H.  R.  13273,  the  rivers,  harbors,  and  flood  control  authorization 
bill,  p.  21398 


9.  GOLDEN  EAGLE.  Rep.  fisher  objected  to  a  unanimous  consent  request  to  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendm^ts  to  H.  J.  Res.  489,  to  provide  p^tection  for  the  golden 
eagle,  p.  21402 


10.  TRANSPORTATION  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5700,  to  amend  the 

Tariff  Act  ^  1930  to  permit  contract  carriers  by  motor  vehl^e  to  transport 
bonded  mepi^andise  (H,  Rept.  2541).  pp.  21458,  21496 

11.  ROADS.  yRep,  Fallon  reviewed  the  highway  legislation  enacted  in  Ohe  87th  Con- 
gress^nd  Inserted  a  table  on  the  status  of  improvement  of  the  nat^nal  system 
of  interstate  and  defense  highways  as  of  June  30,  1962.  pp.  21472-^ 


12.  l^ISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS,  Several  Representatives  discussed  the  leg^lative 
Accomplishments  of  the  2nd  session  of  the  87th  Congress,  pp.  21460-3,  2^^69-72 

L  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  Rep,  Albert  announced  that  there  will  be  no  legislati^ 
business  on  Mon,  and  that  various  conference  reports  will  be  considered  on 
Tues.  pp,  21463-4 
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NEW  HAMPSHIBE 

John  D.  Fitzgerald,  Plaistow. 

NEW  JERSEY 

ghn  W.  Wright,  Cape  May  Court  House. 

NEW  MEXICO 

Pat^A.  Chavez,  Navajo  Dam. 


OKLAHOMA 

Orville  A.  Linduff,  Drumright. 

OREGON 

James  R.  Landers,  Beaverton. 
Lawrence  J.  Armbrust,  Creswell. 
Phyllis  Hill,  Detroit. 

Sister  Joseph  Mary  Basick,  Marylhurst. 
George  B.  McClure,  Vale. 

Chester  T.  French,  Waldport. 
Nathaniel  L.  Green,  Yachats. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Bertram  L.  Ream,  Elizabethtown. 

W.  LeVerne  Wolf,  Gelgertown. 

Ruth  M.  Rosencrance,  Greeley. 

Allen  G.  Gombert,  Jr.,  Parryville. 
Vincent  E.  Schlelds,  Shohola. 


Carrie  M. , 


June  D.  Moye,  Donna. 

Louise  W.  McMullen,  Keltys. 

Lloyd  F.  Hint,  Kingsbury. 

Jerry  W.  Canaday,  Lone  Star. 

Ralph  E.  Archer,  Lyford. 

Roland  A.  Johnson,  McCamey. 

Ulman  Bruner,  Mineola. 

William  L.  Brinkley,  Mount  B&.terprise. 
J.  Hayes  Johnson,  Jr.,  Mouarc  Pleasant. 
Spencer  O.  Beavers,  Jr.,  K^^eshoe. 
Marvin  G.  Handrick,  Th,^^dale. 

VIBGI 

Robert  W.  Nash,  Br^hiax. 

Kerry  P.  SutherlaM^ Grundy. 

Garland  M.  Tyree^omerset. 

William  E.  Hoiwttton,  Stuarts  Draft. 
Shirley  C.  Ca^ll,  Swope. 


WASHINGTON 

lilne,  Thornton. 


WEST  VIRGINIA 

Evelyj/^D.  Lightner,  Cass. 

Roimd  B.  Mills,  Mount  Storm. 
Hajfcld  E.  Starcher,  Ripley. 
Jjrnies  W.  Michael,  Rivesville. 
irady  D.  Owens,  Summit  Point. 

WISCONSIN 

Ruldolph  P.  Anich,  Ashland. 
Joseph  T.  Kurylo,  Hales  Corners. 
Robert  K.  Dusek,  River  Palls. 

WYOMING 

Elmer  M.  Reibeling,  Burns. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met^t  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Re^^^rnard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Nahum  1:  7:  The  \ord  is  good,  a 
stronghold  in  the  day  at  trouble;  and 
He  knoweth  them  that  trust  in  Him. 

Eternal  and  ever-blessed\God,  grant 
that  through  the  attitude  ancKavenue  of 
prayer  our  life  may  find  focuX^and  its 
true  perspective. 

May  there  be  vouchsafed  unt<J\us  a 
deeper  insight  as  to  its  real  me^ng 
and  a  clearer  vision  that  its  majest^s 
revealed  when  we  live  nobly  and  us^ 
fully. 

We  earnestly  beseech  Thee  that  the 
motto,  “In  God  We  Trust,”  which  now 
adorns  this  Chamber,  may  strengthen 
and  sustain  us  when,  at  times,  we  feel 
that  the  human  order  is  being  swept 
bare  of  peace  and  good  wiU. 

Kindle  within  our  minds  and  hearts 
Thy  divine  light  which  can  never  be 
eclipsed  or  extinguished,  and  that  trust 
in  Thee  which  will  supplant  all  feelings 
of  doubt  and  despair. 

Inspire  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
measure  up  to  their  obligations  and  op¬ 
portunities  and  be  girded  with  those 
capacities  and  resources  that  will  enable 
them  to  command  and  control  whatever 
exigencies  and  emergencies  they  may  en¬ 
counter. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  and  a  joint  res 
olution  of  the  House  of  the  followyfig 
titles: 

H.R.  7781.  An  act  to  authorize  the  jyimln- 
Istrator  of  General  Services  to  corrvey  by 
quitclaim  deed  a  parcel  of  land  ^  Prince 
Georges  County,  Md.,  to  the  Silv^ Hill  Vol¬ 
untary  Fire  Department  and  R^cue  Squad; 
and 

H.J.  Res.  489.  Joint  resolutfbn  to  provide 
protection  for  the  golden  easfie. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  following  titles,  in  which 
the  concurrence  /Of  the  House  is  re 
quested : 

S.  2900.  An  to  provide  for  the  repre 
sentatlon  of  (^tain  defendants  in  criminal 
cases  In  the  H®.  district  courts; 

S.  3024.  ^  act  to  extend  the  maximum 
maturity  jm  Veterans’  Administration-guar¬ 
anteed  gc  insured  home  loans  from  30  to  35 
years; 

S.^59.  An  act  to  authorize  the  appolnt- 
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ment  of  one  additional  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State;  and 

S.J.  Res.  235.  Joint  resolution  to  extend  the 
time  during  which  loans  for  mass  transpor¬ 
tation  facilities  may  be  made  under  title  II 
of  the  housing  amendments  of  1956. 


T 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  GREEN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  276  I  am  record¬ 
ed  as  not  voting.  I  was  present  and  voted 
“yea”  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
1  so  ordered. 

lere  was  no  objection. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


THENJNIVERSITY  op  MISSISSIPPI 

(Mr.  I^AN  of  New  York  asked  ^d 
was  glvenv  permission  to  addresiy'the 
House  for  rminute  and  to  revise  ajra  ex 
tend  his  remal^.) 

Mr.  RYAN  opyNew  York.  On^Septem' 
ber  21 1  introduced  H.R.  13202iwhich  pro¬ 
vides  that  no  PedVal  fina^al  or  other 
assistance  may  be  ^enc^  to  any  edu¬ 
cational  institution  ^ion  discriminates 
against  students  or  pi^pective  students 
on  account  of  race,^li^on,  color,  an 
cestry,  or  national  cmgin. 

When  I  introd^ed  this  0fil  I  pointed 
out  that  the  Uniwrsity  of  Mis^sippi  was 
receiving  $236^4  for  three  ea»^ational 
programs  a^ne.  The  Secre^ry  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  said 
that  no  Mrther  money  will  go  t^the 
University  of  Mississippi  “until  the  sitoji- 
tion  Is^arified.” 

T^  is  an  important  step  toward  elimi- 
namg  racial  discrimination  in  educa- 
ti|2(n.  The  University  of  Mississippi  last 
i^ar  received  a  total  of  $3,500,000  in 
'loans  and  grants  from  the  Pederal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  For  too  long  a  time  the  Nation, 
through  Federal  tax  funds,  has  been  sup¬ 
porting  schools  which  discriminate.  I 
believe  that  the  administration’s  action 
and  the  passage  of  H.R.  13202  would  be  a 
significant  step  in  affording  equality  to 
all  our  citizens. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  AND  FLOOD- 
CONTROL  PROJECTS 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take 
from  the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R. 
13273)  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navi¬ 
gation,  fiood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object. 


JOHN  Tf.  HOLTON 

(Mr.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  tq/address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  every 
Member  >^1  agree  with  me,  I  am  sure, 
that  ttys  fine  work  of  staff  members  here 
in  tl^  House  of  Representatives,  in  its 
committees,  and  in  the  offices  of  its 
M^bers  is  an  indispensable  element  of 
e  legislative  process.  These  people  are 
he  luisung  heroes  in  the  business  of 
making  laws. 

I  take  this  time  to  advise  the  House 
that  one  of  the  finest  and  most  capable 
persons  ever  to  serve  the  House  or  any 
of  its  Members,  John  Holton,  legislative 
assistant  to  the  Speaker,  is  leaving  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  accept  em¬ 
ployment  with  the  American  Bankers 
Association.  All  of  us  rejoice  that  John 
has  been  called  to  employment  which 
will  give  him  opportunities  for  personal 
advancement,  greater  remuneration,  and 
better  opportvmity  to  provide  for  him¬ 
self  and  his  family.  Yet  all  of  us  are 
very  sad  indeed  to  be  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  his  wise  counsel,  his  efficient 
service,  and  his  vast  knowledge  of  and 
experience  in  the  work  of  this  House. 

I  have  had  the  honor  of  knowing  John 
and  his  family  for  many  years.  When 
I  was  a  student  at  the  University  of 
Oklahoma  his  father  was  a  member  of 
the  faculty  of  the  school  of  religion, 
hich  was  associated  with  the  imiver- 
y.  It  was  fiattering  indeed  to  me  when 
I  first  came  to  Capitol  Hill  to  be  remem¬ 
ber^  by  John  after  so  many  years  had 
gone  hy.  His  fine  Christian  parents  gave 
him  tnivt  priceless  heritage  of  integrity 
and  character  that  have  characterized 
all  of  his>^e  public  service.  There  is 
no  one  in  public  or  private  occupation 
whose  moral  a^ndards  are  higher,  whose 
personal  conduct  is  more  exemplary, 
whose  devotion  ^duty  and  right  is  more 
consistent. 

There  is  no  one  Associated  with  this 
House  in  any  capaciW  who  has  better 
judgment  or  greater  abr^ty  than  this  fine 
man.  All  Members  whcrbave  been  here 
for  a  long  time  know  thaJ^ohn  Holton 
was  Speaker  Rayburn’s  ^istant  for 
many  years  and  that  he  vltes  widely 
known  in  this  House  as  the  leaker’s 
right-hand  man. 

Having  also  seiwed  Speaker  JohJWMc- 
CoRMACK  during  this  session,  John  l|pl- 
ton  has  the  unique  distinction  of  hav 
served  two  great  Speakers  during  his 
years  of  work  in  the  House. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  House  rejected  Sena^  USDA  appropriation  continuation  measure.  Sens, 
Russell  and  Morse  criticized  Ho^e  action  on  USDA  ap^opriation  continuation  mea¬ 
sure.  Sen.  Proxmire  opposed  mandatory  controls  on  fe^  grains.  Sen,  Humphrey 
commended  administration  program.  Both  Houses  agr^d  to  conference  report  on 

_Jtate-Justice-Commerce  appropriation  bill.  House  receiv^  conference  report  on 
roads  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  itPPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  By  a  vote  of  245  to  1,  Vreed  to  H.  Res. 
831,  "Tha^enate  Joint  Resolution  234,  making  appropriations  fdt  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Apiculture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  1963, 
in  the  ^pinion  of  the  House,  contravenes  the  first  clause  of  the  seS^nth  section 
of  th/first  article  of  the  Constitution  and  is  an  infringement  of  the  privi- 
legeP of  this  House,  and  that  the  said  joint  resolution  be  taken  from^e 
Spa^aker*  s  table  and  be  respectfully  returned  to  the  Senate  with  a  message  com- 
micating  this  resolution,**  pp,  21785-7 

'ROADS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12135,  the  proposed  Federal-Ai^ 
Highway  Act  of  1962  (H.  Rept.  2549).  This  bill  includes  authorizations  of 
$33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1964  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1965 
for  forest  highways,  and  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  $10,000,000 
additional  for  1963,  $70,000,000  for  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  1965. 


pp>  21852-3^, 21888 


/ 


3. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Confereea  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  13273,  the  ornnlbus  rivers, 
harbors,  and  flood  control  bill.  Sencte  conferees  have  been  appointed. 

Earlier  agreed  to  a  resolution  to  send  this  bill  to  conference,  pp.  21737-802, 
21803, 

Rep,  Saylor  criticized  certain  provisions  of  this  bill  as  it  passed  the 
Senate,  pp,  21824-5 


SIATE-JU^ICE-COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Both  Houses  agr^d  to  the  con¬ 
ference  r^^rt  on  this  bill,  H,  R,  12580,  and  acted  on  amendmenjra  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  This\bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  This  bil^includes 
$115,050,00Crsfor  the  Area  Redevelopment  Administration,  $3,6^,000  for  export 
control,  and  ^2,000,000  for  forest  highways,  pp,  21757-6^  21803-8 


5. 


LANDS;  EASEMENTS,  \concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  t;o  ^  R.  8355,  to  authorise 
executive  agenciesNio  grant  easements  in,  over,  or  up^  real  property  of  the 
U.  S,  under  the  contkpl  of  such  agencies.  This  bill^ill  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p,  21784 


j. 


BUILDINGS;  CONTRACTS.  Re \  Bow  objected  to  a  un^imous  consent  request  to  send^ 
to  conference  H,  R,  11880 ^\to  amend  the  ForeiMr  Service  Buildings  Act,  1926,  to 
authorize  additional  approp^atlons,  includi^  agricultural  attache  housing, 
p.  21784 


7.  PAY  BILL.  Rep.  Johansen  criticlZGa^the  p^^age  of  the  pay  bill.  pp.  21802-3 

8. 


TRANSPORTATION.  Agreed  to  the  confere^e  report  on  H  R.  5700,  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  permit  contrao^^arriers  by  motor  vehicle  to  transport 
bonded  merchandise.  This  bill  wil/  noX.be  sent  to  the  President,  n*  21809 


9. 


MINING.  Began  consideration  of  J^e  conferXee  report  on  S,  3451,  to  provide 
relief  for  residential  occupaors  of  unpatei^d  mining  claims  upon  which 
valuable  improvements  have  placed,  pp,  xl817-20 


10. 


D,  C.  APPROPRIATION  BILL,yire63.  Received  the  coX^^^^^^  report  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  12276  (H.  Rept.  2548).  pp.  21851-2,  21888 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Pfost  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  retain  for  the 

Northwest  first  ca^  on  Northwest  power,  pp,  21869-7( 


CRANBEFJRIEE,  Revived  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  review  ofX^®  cranberry  indemni¬ 
ty  payment  pro^am  administered  by  AMS,  p,  21888 


LEGISLATIVE  iTCCOMPLISHMENTS,  Several  Representatives  inserted>fitatements  on  the 
legislatij^^^  record  of  the  87th  Congress,  pp.  21821-4,  21857-8X^1870*1 » 

21883-6 


LEGIS^TIVE  PROGPJU)!.  Rep,  Albert  announced  that  the  conference  repol^s  on 
S,^3^1»  unpatented  mining  claims,  H.  R.  12276,  the  D.C.  appropriation^ bill, 
aura  H,  R.  12135,  the  highway  bill,  will  be  considered  on  Thurs.  p.  2£820 


SENATE 


/- 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen,  Humphrey  commended  the  administration's  farm  program,  re¬ 
viewed  recent  improvements  in  the  farm  economy,  stated  that  "the  agricultural 
economy  of  this  Nation  :.s  ia  a  decided  u.p3V7ir<g,"  end  inserted  a  news  release  oi 
this  Department  containing  a  statement  of  the  National  Aj^ricultural  Advisory 
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Roosevelt 

Shriver 

utt 

Roudebush 

Sibal 

Van  Pelt 

^ousselot 

Siler 

Van  Zandt 

l^ntangelo 

Smith,  Calif. 

Vinson 

S\nd 

Smith,  Miss. 

Wallhauser 

ScHfcdeberg 

Spence 

Watts 

Sch^r 

Springer 

Weis 

Schw^gel 

Stratton 

Whalley 

Scott  \ 

Sullivan 

Williams 

ScrantoiX 

Teague,  Calif. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Seely-Bro^ 

Thomas 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Shelley  \ 

Thompson,  La. 

Wright 

Sheppard  ' 

V  Thompson,  N.J. 

Yates 

Shipley 

\Thompson,  Tex.  Younger 

Short 

Vllman 

Zelenko 

So  the  resolu^n  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  an^punced  the  following 
pairs ; 

Mr.  Hubert  with  Mr.  .Sdair. 

Mr.  Wright  with  Mr.  Bucher. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  wr^  Mr.  Younger. 
Mr.  Gray  with  Mr.  Siler. 

Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  O’Konsk'' 

Mr.  Roberts  of  Alabama  wi^  Mr.  Martin 
of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Cederberg> 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Auchincloss. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Shriver. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Conte. 

Mr.  Santangelo  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Arends. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Mallliar- 
Mr.  Mack  with  Mr.  Kyi. 

Mr.  Hull  with  Mr.  Chamberlain. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Durno. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Wall- 
hauser. 

Mr.  Friedel  with  Mr.  Sibal. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois. 
Mr.  Doyle  with  Mr.  Derwinski. 

Mr.  Haley  with  Mr.  Pino. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  with  Mr.  Judd. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Glenn. 

Mr.  Peterson  with  Mr.  Kllburn. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Hoffman  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Inouye  with  Mr.  Griffin. 

Mr.  Alexander  with  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Scott  with  Mr.  Schwengel. 

Mr.  Asplnall  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Fenton. 
Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Gavin. 

Mr.  Edmondson  with  Mr.  Mclntlre. 

Mr.  Donohue  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Michi¬ 
gan. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  George  P.  Miller  with  Mr.  Laird. 

Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Michiga: 
Mr.  McDowell  with  Mr.  Schadeberg. 

Mr.  Corman  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis  with  Mr..  Sprli 
Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Curtin. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin  with  M^Brom- 
well. 

Mr.  Breeding  with  Mr.  Osmers 
Mr.  Brewster  with  Mr.  Van 
Mr.  Denton  with  Mr.  Short. 

Mr.  Brademas  with  Mr.  Ma^n  of  Nebraska. 
Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  ] 

Mr.  Nedzi  with  Mr.  Be 
Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mr.  Sfousselot. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with ^Mr.  Dominick. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  wlt^Mr.  MacGregor. 

Mr.  Holifleld  witl^Ir.  Kearns. 

Mr.  Shelley  with^fc.  Hall. 

Mr.  Sheppard jpnth  Mr.  Moorehead  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Watts  witfi  Mr.  Reifel. 

Mr.  Shiple^with  Mr.  Wilson  of  California. 
Mr.  Magn^on  with  Mr.  Findley. 

ig  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

/  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana. 

?gs  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Slliott  with  Mr.  Wilson  of  Indiana. 
'Plynt  with  Mr.  Teague  of  California. 

Green  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Robison. 

,  Rains  with  Mr.  Lipscomb. 

,  Reuss  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Moss  with  Mr.  Andersen  of  Minnesota. 
Mr.  Moorhead  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr. 
McCulloch. 
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Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Smith  of  California. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Chiper- 
fleld. 

Mr.  Williams  with  Mrs.  Weis. 

Mr.  Karth  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Andrews  with  Mr.  Seely-Brown. 

Mr.  Blatnlk  with  Mr.  Scranton. 

Mr.  Burke  of  Kentucky  with  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr.  Bass  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Curtis  of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  John  W.  Davis  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mrs.  Riley  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Henderson  with  Mr.  McVey. 

Mr.  Kastenmeier  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  this 
an  automatic  rollcall  or  is  the  vote  being 
taken  by  the  yeas  and  nays? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  The  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  cannot  qualify,  Mr. 
Speaker.  If  I  had  been  present  I  would 
have  voted  “aye.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PUBLIC  WORKS 

196»- 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the 
(Zfommittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  priv¬ 
ileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  832,  Rept.  No. 
2547)  which  was  refeiTed  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  the  resolution  just  reported  (H. 
Res.  832)  and  a,sk  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  ’That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  the  bill  (H.R. 
13273)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  the  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  be,  and  the  same  hereby 
is,  taken  from  the  Speaker’s  table,  to  the 
end  that  the  Senate  amendment  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  disagreed  to  and  that  the 
conference  requested  by  the  Senate  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  to  the  two  Houses  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  The  question  is.  Will  the  House 
consider  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  832)  ? 

The  question  was  taken;  and  two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  the  aflarmative, 
the  House  agreed  to  consider  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Avery]  and  now  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  which  we 
are  about  to  consider  is  to  send  to  con¬ 
ference  between  the  House  and  Senate 
the  public  works  omnibus  bill.  There 
has  been,  and  perhaps  will  continue  to 
be  considerable  controversy  about  the 
measure,  and  I  think  it  is  necessary  to 
make  a  brief  statement  about  it. 

You  will  recall  that  when  the  House 
had  before  it  the  so-called  $900  million 
public  works  acceleration  authorization 
bill,  it  was  pretty  generally  understood 
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that  if  that  bill  was  passed,  there  would 
be  no  general  omnibus  bill  this  year. 
After  that  bill  was  passed,  something- 
happened — I  do  not  know  what — but  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  began  con¬ 
sideration  of  an  omnibus  bill.  They  held 
hearings.  They  went  through  the  usual 
course  and  performed  their  function, 
which  was  entirely  legitimate  and  proper 
that  they  should  do.  The  bill  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House,  and  after  thorough 
consideration,  it  was  adopted  by  the 
House  and  sent  to  the  other  body  for  con¬ 
currence  by  that  body.  It  remained 
there  for  a  short  time  and  was  then 
passed  with  amendments. 

The  bill,  as  it  left  the  House,  cari’ied 
something  like  $2*^  billion  of  authoriza¬ 
tions.  The  other  body  adopted  some  50 
additional  projects  that  had  not  been 
considered  by  the  House  and  were  not  in 
the  House  bill.  When  I  say  that  the 
additional  projects  were  not  considered 
by  the  House,  there  is  one  exception  to 
that  because  in  the  House  bill  was  what 
is  known  as  the  vei-y  controversial  Burns 
Creek  item.  The  House  by  a  rollcall  vote 
and  a  substantial  majority  rejected  that 
item  and  struck  it  from  the  bill.  The 
other  body  reinserted  it  in  the  bill  by 
amendment.  As  I  said,  there  were  some¬ 
thing  like  50  new  projects  adopted  in  the 
other  body.  The  bill  came  back  here  and 
there  was  an  objection  raised  to  sending 
the  bill  to  conference. 

There  were  something  like  50  addi¬ 
tional  projects  inserted  in  the  bill  with¬ 
out  any  consideration  on  the  part  of  the 
House  involving  authorizations  of  some¬ 
thing  like — there  is  a  difference  in  the 
figures,  because  I  took  them  all  and  add¬ 
ed  them  up  on  an  adding  machine  in  my 
office,  and  my  adding  machine  was  not 
big  enough  to  carry  these  figures,  so  I 
had  to  send  out  and  have  it  done  else¬ 
where — my  estimate  came  to  $1,700  mil¬ 
lion  of  authorized  expenditures  that  the 
House  had  not  considered,  many  of  them 
the  Budget  had  not  even  considered, 
many  of  them  had  not  been  approved  by 
the  (Torps  of  Engineers.  Over  that  arose 
this  controversy,  which  has  been  pretty 
hot. 

I  would  like  to  digress  for  a  moment  on 
a  parliamentary  question  of  the  mles  of 
the  House.  We  have  some  rules  in  the 
House,  and  some  of  them  are  pretty  spe¬ 
cific  and  they  are  written  in  pretty  plain, 
clear  English  that  he  who  runs  may  read. 
We  have  a  rule  known  as  rule  XX  which 
pro-vides  that  any  amendment  of  the 
Senate  placed  on  a  House  bill,  if  it  should 
have  been  considered  under  the  rules  of 
the  House  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  that  involve  appropriations  or 
tax,  if  it  had  not  arisen  in  the  House  and 
was  required  under  the  rules  of  the 
House  to  be  considered  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House,  that  it  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  point  of  order  when  it  comes 
back  to  the  House. 

This  is  a  perfect  illustration  of  that 
rule.  There  were  some  differences  over 
it.  Anyway  when  they  asked  for  this 
conference  there  was  objection,  and  it 
went  to  the  Rules  Committee,  and  many 
Members  of  the  House  appeared  before 
the  Rules  Committee  pro  and  con  on  the. 
bill. 
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While  It  may  not  be  considered  by 
some  as  the  function  of  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  to  consider  the  merits  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  that  is  a  matter,  of  course,  of  great 
controversy  and  difference  of  opinion 
around  here.  It  has  been  said  that  the 
Rules  Conunittee  is  merely  a  traffic  cop, 
and  I  was  criticized  for  considering  it  as 
something  else.  My  reply  was  that  I  was 
not  elected  to  Congress  by  my  people  to 
be  a  traffic  cop;  and  as  long  as  I  have 
anything  to  do  with  it  I  expect  to  exer¬ 
cise  my  fimctions  as  a  Member  of  this 
Congress.  But  imder  the  peculiar  cir¬ 
cumstances  the  committee  did  hold  ex¬ 
tended  hearings.  They  lasted  from 
10:30  yesterday  morning  until  4  some¬ 
thing  yesterday  afternoon,  in  which 
any  number  of  Members  of  Congress 
came  before  the  committee  to  testify  in 
this  matter  of  having  forced  upon  them 
projects  that  concerned  them  not  only 
without  consideration  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  but  also  without  any 
consideration  at  all  by  anybody  else  in 
the  House. 

Some  of  us  thought  that  was  not 
the  way  to  run  this  Congress.  Some  of 
us  think  that  we  have  certain  obhgations 
to  be  somewhat  cautious,  and  to  exercise 
some  responsibility  about  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  and  appropriations  we  make 
around  here.  So  that  led  to  this  contro¬ 
versy,  and  we  had,  as  I  stated,  any  num¬ 
ber  of  Members  of  Congi-ess  who  came 
and  protested  against  some  of  these 
amendments  made  in  the  other  body. 

The  evidence  was  so  clear  that  some  of 
these  projects  should  not  be  in  this  bill 
at  the  present  time  without  consideration 
by  the  House  that  we  had  some  discus¬ 
sion  with  the  House  conferees  and  the 
House  leadership.  I  think,  and  I  have 
reason  to  hope  and  expect,  when  this 
bill  goes  back  to  conference  the  House 
conferees  are  going  to  stand  upon  these 
matters  that  should  not  have  been  in  this 
bill  and  that  everybody  knows  they 
should  not  be  in  the  bill.  That  is  about 
all  I  can  say  on  the  matter. 

All  the  information  we  have  upon 
which  to  consider  these  Senate  amend¬ 
ments — is  a  conference  print,  and  that, 
with  the  amendments  put  on  by  the  other 
body  comes  to  90  pages.  I  knew  this 
matter  was  coming  up,  so  I  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  go  to  the  country  over  the 
weekend  and  spend  a  couple  of  days 
trying  to  find  out  what  it  was  all  about. 
I  think  I  know  a  little  bit  about  the  mat¬ 
ter.  But  no  one  can  comprehend  all  of 
these  projects  and  their  merits  in  the 
short  time  and  on  the  small  amount  of 
information  we  have. 

I  will  conclude  my  statement  by  say¬ 
ing  that  I  devoutly  and  sincerely  hope 
and  expect  that  the  conferees  are  going 
to  stand  by  the  House  bill  and  not  in¬ 
dulge  in  this  type  of  irresponsible  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  want  to  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  Rules  Committee, 
first  for  having  the  meeting  yesterday 
and  considering  this  bill.  I  was  the  one 
who  objected  to  the  bill  going  to  con¬ 
ference  because  of  the  fact  that  these 


projects  which  have  been  referred  to  by 
the  chairman  of  the  Rules  Committee 
were  included  by  the  other  body,  and 
unless  we  had  an  opportunity  to  go  be¬ 
fore  the  Rules  Committee  there  would 
have  been  no  opportunity  for  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  to  voice  their  objec¬ 
tion.  With  the  understanding  that  has 
been  agreed  to,  I  am  in  favor  of  this  bill 
going  to  conference. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  did  appear  before  the  committee 
and  disclosed  to  the  committee  that  cer¬ 
tain  items  placed  in  this  bill  had  not 
been  considered  in  the  House  but  had 
been  taken  from  the  committee  which 
has  jurisdiction,  which  is  his  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  that  were 
taken  over  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  think  we  need 
to  long  belabor  the  debate  on  this  resolu¬ 
tion.  The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith]  has  pointed  out  the  principal 
issues  that  made  House  action  necessary 
to  send  this  bill  to  conference. 

I  have  some  comment  to  make  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  point  brought  out  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]. 

In  the  first  place,  I  would  hke  to  ask 
a  question  and  of  course  this  question 
cannot  be  answered.  If  anybody  wants 
to  answer  it,  I  will  be  glad  to  have  it  for 
the  Record.  I  wonder  why  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  a  public  works  authorization 
here  not  in  the  closing  weeks,  or  not  in 
the  closing  days,  but  in  the  closing  hours 
of  a  session  of  Congress  that  has  been 
going  on  for  2  years.  I  do  not  believe 
hearings  were  held  on  this  so-called 
ombnibus  public  works  bill  for  1963  un¬ 
til  sometime  in  September.  And  here 
we  are  trying  to  compress  an  orderly 
procedure,  possibly  authorizing  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  over  $3  billion,  into  a  few 
days  of  legislative  procedure,  when  a  sub¬ 
stantial  unmber  of  Members  are  not  able 
to  be  present. 

I  consider  that  to  be  very  poor  man¬ 
agement  on  the  part  of  the  majority, 
and  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  defended. 
If  there  is  any  defense  for  such  pro- 
cedm'e,  I  would  welcome  any  Member 
of  the  majority  stating  their  justifica¬ 
tion  for  this  imwarranted  delay. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  respect  to  the  addi¬ 
tions  that  were  placed  in  this  bill  by 
the  other  body,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  told  us — and  I  think  it  may  be 
repeated  later — there  ostensibly  has 
been  an  addition  of  about  $1.5  billion 
in  projects  added  by  the  other  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  minority  reported  in 
the  Rules  Committee  yesterday  that  this 
was  not  a  realistic  figure;  that  actually 
there  was  half  a  billion  dollars  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  that  amount,  although  it  is 
not  spelled  out  in  this  bill.  There  are 
commitments  in  this  bill  that  will  have 
to — the  end  result  of  an  addition  by  the 
other  body  of  almost  $2  billion  rather 
than  $1.5  billion  set  out  in  the  Senate 
amendment.  So,  after  all,  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  or  we  may  be  talking  about 
a  $4  billion  commitment.  Yet  here  we 
are  debating  it  in  the  floor  of  the  House 
with  248  Members  answering  to  a  quorum 
call  and  about  240  of  those  Members 
would  like  to  be  home. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  think  this  is 
responsible  procedure.  But,  of  course, 
this  is  a  bill  ir.  which  nearly  half  of  the 
Members  of  the  House  have  very  deep 
and  sincere  interests.  Of  course,  it  also 
has  political  repercussions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been  frequently 
referred  to  by  our  friends  in  the  press 
as  a  pork-barrel  bill.  That  may  be 
right.  However,  be  that  right  or  be  it 
wrong  is  beside  the  point. 

This  is  a  bill  that  authorizes  public 
works  that  are  of  vital  concern  to  the 
economy  of  every  State  in  the  Union  and 
many  cities  are  directly  or  indirectly  af¬ 
fected  by  projects  contained  in  this  bill. 
So,  from  a  realistic  standpoint,  it  is  nec¬ 
essarily  going  to  attract  a  considerable 
amount  of  attention  from  all  the  States 
in  the  Union  and  congressional  action 
can  be  anticipated  and  expected. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  one  final  point:  I 
would  like  to  break  these  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  down  into  four  categories.  If  the 
conference  report  comes  back  to  the 
House,  I  would  hope  at  least  that  these 
categories  will  be  established  by  the  con- 
.ferees  and  that  the  projects  which  re¬ 
main  in  the  conference  report  will  fall 
into  only  one  of  the  categories  and  final 
judgment  will  be  placed  on  this  basis: 

First,  there  are  projects  in  this  bill 
that  have  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  which  are  not  con¬ 
troversial.  The  informal  judgment  of 
the  Rules  Committee  seemed  to  be  yester¬ 
day  that  there  would  not  be  substantial 
objection  to  this  category  of  projects 
that  was  added  by  the  other  body.  May 
I  repeat  that:  Projects  that  have  been 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  which  are  not  controversial — and  I 
shall  not  attempt  to  suggest  what  num¬ 
ber  of  projects  may  be  in  that  particular 
context. 

The  second  category  involves  projects 
that  have  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  are  controversial. 
There  are  some  of  these  projects  which 
are  controversial  even  as  between  House 
Members  from  the  same  State.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith] 
told  us  just  a  moment  ago,  these  Mem¬ 
bers  resent,  if  you  please — and  I  think 
that  is  the  right  word — that  they  were 
not  afforded  an  opportunity  even  to  be 
heard  on  these  projects  that  are  in  the 
bill  which  are  located  in  their  districts 
and  to  which  they  are  opposed. 

Of  course,  the  third  category  involves 
projects  that  are  not  approved  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  are  con¬ 
troversial. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  my  understanding 
in  the  Rules  Committee  that  the  House 
conferees  would  reject  all  the  projects 
that  have  not  been  approved  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  which  are  con¬ 
troversial,  particularly  those  opposed  by 
House  Members. 

Then  there  is  the  fourth  separate  cate¬ 
gory,  as  stated  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor]  that  includes 
projects  clearly  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  and 
contained  in  this  bill. 

I  should  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
conferees  will  object  to  those  projects  as 
well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


1962 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  time  mainly  for  the  purpose  of  try¬ 
ing  to  put  in  focus  a  few  things  that  I 
think  the  membership  of  the  House  are 
entitled  to  know.  No.  1 :  I  intend  to  vote 
to  send  this  bill  to  conference.  I  expect 
to  be  the  ranking  Republican  conferee. 
I  have  full  confidence  that  we  will  be 
able  to  bring  back  a  clean  and  a  good 
bill.  I  have  high  hopes  of  that.  I  will 
say  that  it  has  been  my  consistent  posi¬ 
tion  and  it  has  been  the  consistent  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  minority  that  when  a  bill  of 
this  magnitude  on  public  works  author¬ 
izations,  for  the  first  time  since  I  have 
had  the  pleasure  of  being  a  member  of 
that  committee,  in  8  years,  comes  before 
this  body  at  this  late  hour  and  is  con¬ 
sidered  by  our  committee  under  specific 
ground  rules  that  do  not  permit  even 
Members  of  the  House  to  be  heard,  let 
alone  interested  citizens  of  this  country, 
in  the  proper  democratic  fashion  to 
present  their  views  on  matters  many  of 
which  are  extremely  controversial,  that 
we  should  live  by  specific  ground  rules  in 
order  to  preserve  the  integrity  not  only 
of  our  committee  but  of  this  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  to  preserve  the  integrity 
of  our  committee  and  to  assure  the  tax¬ 
payers  that  we  are  protecting  their  inter¬ 
ests  in  this  public  works  bill.  So  my 
views  in  the  conference  will  be  the  same, 
as  they  have  been  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  consistently  since  I  have  been  a 
Member,  and  in  particular  the  manner  in 
which  this  bill  has  been  handled  in  the 
last  days  of  the  session,  to  make  certain 
that  controversial  projects  on  which 
people  have  asked  to  be  heard,  in  the 
true  democratic  tradition  of  America, 
that  they  be  given  the  opportunity  to  be 
heard.  I,  in  good  conscience,  could  not 
vote  for  projects  on  which  American 
citizens  have  asked  to  be  heard,  who  have 
been  denied  that  opportunity;  and  on 
which  even  my  own  colleagues,  repre¬ 
senting  their  districts,  have  been  denied 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

In  good  conscience  and  in  protecting 
the  taxpayers  of  the  country  I  could  not 
possibly  vote  to  return  them  to  this 
House  as  part  of  the  conference  report. 

Likewise,  these  projects  having  not 
been  heard,  I  could  not  vote  to  bring 
projects  in  that  have  not  been  properly 
cleared  by  the  proper  departments  and 
without  hearings. 

I  hope  we  can  bring  back  a  clean  bill 
and  that  in  so  doing  we  shall  help  to 
speed  the  adjournment  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  many  good  and 
sound  projects  in  this  bill. 

It  is  inost  unfortunate  that  the  good 
ones,  which  are  in  the  vast  majority  in 
the  bill,  are  jeopardized  by  the  action  of 
the  other  body  in  putting  in  $1.4  billion 
in  excess  of  the  House  bill,  and  that  does 
not  include  the  additional  $400  million, 
if  you  take  into  consideration  the  true 
cost  of  the  Columbia  Basin  projects  and 
other  multiple-purpose  projects,  rather 
than  the  amounts  refered  to  in  the  bill 
that  were  put  in  without  hearings. 


Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  what 
the  other  body  did.  On  page  37  of  the 
bill  there  is  a  certain  project  in  Okla¬ 
homa,  the  Arkansas  River  project,  be¬ 
tween  the  Arkansas  River  and  Muskogee, 
Okla.,  where  they  authorize  a  study  of 
the  project.  And  in  the  same  bill — and 
this  illustrates  the  irresponsibility  of  the 
manner  in  which  this  bill  was  handled, 
and  why  I  feel  it  is  essential,  if  we  go 
to  conference  that  we  bring  responsibility 
back  to  the  bill — they  say,  “There  is  here¬ 
by  authorized” — we  do  not  even  know 
what  the  cost  is,  what  the  project  is — 
are  hereby  authorized  and  determined 
to  be  feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  on  approval  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  unless  within  the  period  of  the  first 
60  calendar  days  of  the  meeting  of  the 
1st  session  of  the  88th  Congress  such 
report  is  disapproved  by  the  Congress. 

This  is  a  “gimmick”  that  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works  refused  to 
accept  on  other  projects,  which  would  not 
only  provide  for  a  survey  but  automatic 
authorization,  not  even  knowing  what  the 
survey  results  are. 

The  other  body  passed  a  bill  of  $3.7 
billion,  the  House  $2.3  billion.  I  intend 
to  stand  by  the  House  position  in  striking 
out  the  Burns  Creek  project  because 
hearings  are  justified  and  should  be  had. 
Tlie  Knowles  Dam  was  added  at  a  cost 
of  $258  million;  the  Bruces  Eddy  Dam 
at  a  cost  of  $186  million;  Burns  Creek  at 
a  cost  of  $52  million;  and  Trotters 
Shoals,  $78  million.  This  is  just  to  give 
you  four  examples. 

Most  of  those  are  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  and  add  some  $326  million 
to  this  bill. 

I  have  confidence  that  these  projects 
will  be  sound  and  we  will  have  a  good 
bill  when  we  bring  it  back. 

One  other  thought,  referring  to  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Kansas: 
Why  is  this  bill  here  so  late?  For  6 
months  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
spent  the  time  of  that  committee  trying 
to  justify  the  $900  million  boondoggle 
public  works  so-called  acceleration  pro¬ 
gram,  on  which  we  are  going  to  have 
some  discussion  later.  Four  hundred 
million  dollars  is  already  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  which  we  are  going  to  be 
considering  on  this  program,  which  per¬ 
mits  the  President  to  pinpoint  projects 
without  proper  consideration  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  specific  projects.  I  am  going  to 
bring  out  that  it  does  not  indicate  what 
projects  are  involved,  and  they  are  ask¬ 
ing  for  a  $400  million  blank  check. 

Instead  of  voting  for  a  proper  bill,  our 
committee  spent  most  of  the  time  trying 
to  work  on  the  $900  million  bill  and  the 
$2  billion  standby  authority  requested  to 
be  financed  out  of  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ance.  That  is  why  we  have  this  bill  here 
at  the  last  minute  of  the  Congress.  That 
is  why  it  is  jeopardized,  and  it  should  not 
be.  It  is  unfortunate  that  these  good 
projects  and  most  of  them  were  handled 
through  the  proper  authorizations  of  the 
Congress,  are  being  jeopardized  at  this 
late  date  for  a  lot  of  much  less  justified 
projects. 

Mr.  AVEIRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin]. 
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Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel 
that  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  those  Members  that  may 
se^e  on  the  committee  of  conference  on 
this  bill  have  an  obligation  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  in  case  of  the  contro¬ 
versial  projects  that  may  have  been 
added  by  the  other  body  to  make  sure 
that  those  projects  are  deferred  until 
there  is  an  opportunity  for  the  Members 
of  the  House  interested  in  those  projects 
to  be  heard  and  to  make  sure  also  that 
any  constituents  of  those  Members  who 
desire  to  be  heard  are  given  that  oppor¬ 
tunity.  It  seems  to  me  we  have  to  take 
this  position  to  protect  the  integrity  of 
the  House.  This  bill  is  of  substantial 
magnitude.  It  involves  projects  in  al¬ 
most  all  the  States  of  the  Union.  When 
there  are  Members  in  whose  districts 
projects  may  be  built  who  have  not  been 
given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  by 
the  committee  of  the  House  handling  the 
bill,  it  seems  to  me  it  is  most  essential 
that  we  defer  those  projects  until  the 
Members  have  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard,  which  is  the  position  I  am  going 
to  take  in  the  committee  of  conference. 

I  think  it  is  the  only  proper  position  we 
can  take  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the 
House  and  the  right  of  the  individual 
Members  of  the  House  to  have  a  hearing 
and  have  their  constituents  have  the 
opportunity  to  be  heard  before  a  deci¬ 
sion  is  made  on  such  projects. 

(Mr.  DORN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarlis  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  DORN  (his  own  manuscript) .  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia,  Judge  Smith,  for  his 
forthright,  straightforward,  and  honest 
stand  here  today,  as  always,  for  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  United  States  and  for  jus¬ 
tice  and  fairness.  I  want  it  clearly  un¬ 
derstood  that  I  advocate  this  rule  permit¬ 
ting  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill 
to  go  to  conference.  I  appeared  before 
the  Rules  Committee  yesterday  asking 
for  this  rule;  however,  I  want  to  make  it 
crystal  clear  that  I  am  in  complete 
agreement  with  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Judge  Smith,  that  every  single 
project  which  has  not  cleared  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  which  has  not  been 
heard  by  the  Congress  should  be  post¬ 
poned  until  all  parties  can  be  heard. 

It  is  incredible  that  projects  authoriz¬ 
ing  more  than  a  billion  dollars  have  been 
added  to  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  many 
cases  without  consultation — without  even 
notice  to  the  Members  of  the  House  most 
affected.  I  can  say  without  contradic¬ 
tion  that  the  only  time  that  I  have  had 
the  opportunity  to  mention  Trotters 
Shoals  before  a  congressional  commit¬ 
tee  was  when  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Judge  Smith,  gave  me  pel-mission 
to  appear  yesterday  before  his  great 
Rules  Committee.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia,  Judge  Smith,  I  am  grateful  to 
you.  sir,  for  your  unquestioned  integrity, 
for  your  fairness,  and  your  willingness  to 
permit  all  of  us  to  be  heard  and  to  speak 
for  our  people. 

I  know  the  Speaker  will  appoint  stal¬ 
wart  conferees  who  will  stand  by  the 
traditions  and  principles  of  this  House. 
This  House  is  not  the  lower  body.  It  is 
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the  body  closest  to  the  American  people 
and  foremost  in  the  eyes  of  the  American 
people.  This  House  is  taking  the  lead  in 
protecting  the  American  people  from 
ruthless  pressme  groups  and  unbridled 
bureaucracy.  With  the  budget  unbal¬ 
anced,  with  the  national  debt  $300.8  bil¬ 
lion,  it  is  imbelievable  that  literally  bil¬ 
lions  are  added  to  this  bill  without  hear¬ 
ings,  consultation,  and  without  adequate 
reports  on  their  feasibility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  say  I  am  for  free 
enterprise  and  that  I  detest  socialism,  I 
can  truthfully  say  that  I  practice  what 
I  preach.  I  do  not  want  to  advocate  on 
one  hand  a  balanced  budget,  reduction 
of  the  national  debt,  a  soimd  dollar  and 
then  on  the  other  hand  run  to  Wash¬ 
ington  with  my  hat  in  my  hand  begging 
for  the  taxpayers’  money  for  my  own  dis¬ 
trict.  I  want  Trotters  Shoals  to  be 
heard  by  all  parties  concerned.  If  it  can 
be  proven  feasible  and  beneficial,  I  will 
be  for  it.  I  do  not  want  it  railroaded 
through  and  my  people  “sandbagged” 
without  Mead,  the  Seaboard  Railroad, 
Bigelow-Sanford,  and  countless  others 
being  heard. 

I  believe  the  conferees  will  do  the  fair 
thing  and  postpone  Trotters  Shoals  un¬ 
til  early  next  year.  I  believe,  too,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  distinguished  and  able 
leaders  of  the  South  and  the  Nation  in 
the  other  body  will  in  the  end  be  fair  and 
just  to  my  people  and  to  me  personally. 
I  truly  believe  they  will  postpone  Trot¬ 
ters  Shoals  till  all  can  be  heard. 

I  plead  with  them  to  permit  Duke  to  go 
ahead  now  as  they  must  have  authoriza¬ 
tion  this  session.  Duke  is  beyond  con¬ 
troversy.  No  one  has  opposed  Duke — 
not  openly.  There  is  no  argument 
against  Duke.  Duke  must  begin  the  pre¬ 
liminary  stages  of  its  project  early  next 
year.  We  peissed  the  Duke  bill  in  the 
House  without  controversy.  On  its 
merit  it  should  receive  the  same  consid¬ 
eration  elsewhere. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Flood]. 

(Mr.  FLOOD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  out  of  order.) 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize 
that  the  Members  here  are  statesmen, 
not  politicians,  but  in  case  they  are  in¬ 
terested  in  elections,  here  is  how  to  run 
a  railroad.  This  is  a  dispatch  from 
North  Korea: 

North.  Korea’s  Communist  regime  today 
claimed  a  perfect  record  In  the  election  of 
members  of  the  new  National  Assembly. 

The  Korean  central  news  agency  said  in  a 
dispatch  from  Pyongyang  that  100  percent  of 
the  voters  registered  in  the  383  constituencies 
voted  Monday  and  ‘TOO  percent  of  the  elec¬ 
tors  cast  their  votes  for  the  candidate 
deputies.” 

The  Korean  Communist  Party  had  named 
one  slate  of  candidates,  and  there  were  no 
contested  races. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Wickersham]. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
inadvertently  a  committee  clerk  yester¬ 
day  evidently  informed  the  Evening  Star 
there  was  one  project,  in  conference,  the 
Waurika  project,  that  did  not  have  the 
approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  This  is  not 


the  case.  This  project  was  included  in 
the  Senate  bill.  It  was  given  a  hearing 
and  favorably  reported  in  the  other  body 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  It  does  have  the  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  well  as  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  U.S.  Engineers,  and  it  was 
heard  by  the  House  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs.  Previously,  it 
was  heard  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  reported 
favorably  by  said  committee  and  by  the 
other  body. 

I  have  conferred  with  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  about  this  bill,  urging  favorable 
consideration,  I  do  hope  and  trust  that 
this  project,  known  as  the  “Waurika 
project,”  will  be  left  in  this  bill.  It  is 
most  important  to  400  members  of  Wau¬ 
rika  families  who  have  been  run  out  of 
that  area  three  times  in  recent  months 
by  heavy  floods.  It  is  a  very  worthwhile 
project.  Furthermore,  it  is  essential  to 
several  cities  as  a  source  of  needy  water 
supplies. 

I  hope  the  conferees  will  agree  to  allow 
this  worthy  project  to  remain  in  the 
omnibus  public  works  bill. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Curtis]. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  was  very  interested  in  the  state¬ 
ments  of  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  who  will  be  conferees  on  this  mat¬ 
ter.  But,  we  have  not  heard  from  any¬ 
one  from  the  other  side,  from  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  other  side.  I  wonder  if 
their  opinion  is  the  same  as  that  ex¬ 
pressed  here;  and  as  other  Members  have 
expressed  the  importance  of  abiding  by 
this  procedm’e.  Can  anyone  enlighten 
me?  Will  someone  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  make  a  statement  from 
the  majority  side  of  the  aisle? 

Mr.  DAVTS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  The  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  majority  side  are  in  sub¬ 
stantial  agreement  with  the  statements 
made  by  the  two  gentlemen  on  your  side. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  very  much 
and  appreciate  it 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Olsen]. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Septem¬ 
ber  22,  1960,  in  my  home  State  of  Mon¬ 
tana,  the  now  President  John  F.  Ken¬ 
nedy  was  speaking  of  the  Knowles  proj¬ 
ect  which  is  the  subject  of  my  remarks 
today.  President  Kennedy  said : 

We  will  not  stand  by  and  permit  our  re¬ 
sources  to  be  wasted  or  taken  for  partial 
development  for  the  benefit  of  special  inter¬ 
ests.  We  will  not  stand  by,  for  example,  and 
permit  another  Hells  Canyon  blunder  in  the 
Clark  Pork  Basin.  I  think  the  next  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  must  support  early 
authorization  of  the  multipurpose  project  in 
the  Paradise  Knowles  area. 

The  Senate  held  extensive  hearings  on 
the  Knowles  Dam  project,  in  Montana 
over  a  period  of  years  on  several  occa¬ 
sions,  and  Anally  this  year  in  the  Public 
Works  Committee  of  the  Senate.  Every¬ 


one  who  had  any  interest  in  the  project 
was  heard.  Thus  the  Senate  included 
Knowles  in  that  body’s  public  works  pro¬ 
gram.  When  news  reached  Montana  of 
the  inclusion  of  this  project  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  public  works  bill  of  1963,  tele¬ 
grams  commenced  to  arrive  at  my  office. 
In  the  last  4  days,  I  have  received  over 
200  in  favor  of  the  project  and  none 
against. 

As  Senator  Mansfield  said  a  few  days 
ago,  and  as  I  have  been  quoted,  as  well 
as  Senator  Metcalf  earlier  this  year,  we 
support  Federal  investment  in  Knowles 
Dam  with  three  specifications: 

First.  A  reservation  of  power  for  Mon¬ 
tana. 

Second.  Substantial  compensation  to 
the  Indians — it  could  be  a  block  of  power. 

Third.  Continue  the  guarantee  of 
present  elevation  of  Flathead  Lake. 

For  many  years,  I  have  supported  the 
policy  of  Montana  water  for  Montana 
people  and  the  development  of  Montana 
resources  first  for  the  benefit  of  Montana 
people;  and,  of  course,  for  the  benefit  of 
everyone  in  the  Nation. 

Water  is  committed  to  running  down¬ 
hill.  Therefore,  to  benefit  Montana  peo¬ 
ple,  the  water  must  be  developed  before 
it  gets  out  of  the  State.  Since  time  be¬ 
gan,  excess  runoff  of  water  from 
Montana  has  been  going  to  the  seas  un¬ 
developed.  The  run  of  the  river  dams 
developed  by  private  power  companies 
have  permitted  a  great  waste  of  water  by 
failure  to  corral  the  floodwaters.  The 
people  of  Montana  and  the  Nation  are 
entitled  to  full  development  of  the 
river — electric  power,  irrigation  and 
reclamation,  flood  control,  and  rec¬ 
reation.  Private  power  companies  are 
organized  for  the  profit  of  their 
stockholders — in  the  case  of  Montana, 
about  80  percent  of  the  stock  is  held  out¬ 
side  the  State.  Private  power  companies 
are  not  organized  for  and  do  not  control 
floodwaters,  develop  recreation,  or  irri¬ 
gation  and  reclamation,  or  any  of  the 
other  benefits  of  a  great  river  such  as 
the  Clarks  Fork  of  the  Columbia  River 
or  the  Flathead  River.  We  must  commit 
ourselves  to  the  development  of  the 
whole  river,  complete  development,  in 
cooperation  with  the  whole  basin  of  the 
river.  For  instance.  Hungry  Horse  Dam 
as  an  isolated  operation  would  produce 
only  90,000  kilowatts  of  power. 

However,  the  at-site  power  of  Hungry 
Horse  under  a  coordinated  operation 
with  other  Federal  dams  on  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  produces  221,000  kilowatts, 
plus  downstream  generation  of  862,000 
kilowatts  from  the  reuse  of  Hungry  Horse 
storage;  that  is  a  grand  total  of  more 
than  1  million  kilowatts.  Knowles  Dam; 
under  coordinated  operation,  will  de¬ 
velop  267,000  kilowatts  at-site  plus  an 
additional  686,000  kilowatts  downstream 
from  reuse  of  Knowles  storage;  or  a  total 
of  almost  1  million  kilowatts.  This 
should  be  compared  with  the  rated  pos¬ 
sible  production  at  Buffalo  Rapids  of 
148,000  kilowatts,  by  the  Flathead  In¬ 
dian  Tribe  or  the  Montana  Power  Co.  be¬ 
cause  it  would  be  only  a  run  of  the  river 
dam  and  has  no  storage  capabilities 
whatsoever.  Knowles  is  the  wiser  choice 
of  these  possible  developments  at  this 
reach  of  the  river.  These  facts  and  con- 
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elusions  are  those  made  after  11  years 
of  study  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
U.S.  Army;  and  these  conclusions  have 
been  approved  and  the  recommendation 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  con¬ 
curred  in  by  the  Board  of  Rivers  and 
Harbors,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army  and 
Interior,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and 
the  President.  The  Knowles  project 
would  pay  for  itself  in  50  years  on 
a  cost-benefit  ratio  of  1.2  to  1.  The 
benefits  of  more  than  $200  per  acre  from 
the  50,000  surface  acres  of  the  stored 
water  are  compared  with  the  benefits 
from  each  of  the  8,600  acres  of  tillable 
inundated  lands  with  a  gross  acre  reve¬ 
nue  of  less  than  $44.  Knowles  will  irri¬ 
gate  more  than  21,000  acres.  Addition¬ 
ally,  Knowles  would  be  beneficial  to 
Montana: 

First.  Cheap  power  inviting  job-mak¬ 
ing  industry  to  Montana  at  Bonneville 
Postage  Stamp — rate  of  2.4  mills  instead 
of  private  power  rate  of  6  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt. 

Second.  Montana  obtains  its  rightful 
share  of  National  Government  invest¬ 
ment  in  natural  resource  development. 

Third.  Increase  in  broadened  tax  base 
of  local  government  with  new  industry, 
new  families,  and  new  homes. 

Fourth.  Greatly  enhance  fish  and 
wildlife  resources. 

Fifth.  Boost  Montana  recreation  and 
tourist  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  conferees  to 
accept  the  Senate  amendment,  the 
the  Knowles  project,  in  the  public  works 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  as  part  of  my 
remarks  the  more  than  200  telegrams 
which  I  hold  in  my  hand  and  submit  for 
the  Record: 

Helena,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  organization  strongly  urge  you  to 
carry  on  fight  for  Knowles  Dam.  Our  or¬ 
ganization  of  20,000  members  on  record  by 
convention  action  In  full  support  of  Knowles 
Dam. 

James  S.  Umber, 
President,  Montana  State  AFlr-CIO. 

Hamilton,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Trust  you  won’t  be  Infiuenced  by  Montana 
Power  Co.  opposition  to  Knowles  Dam. 

Brandy, 

G.  M.  Brandborg. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,.1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

From  information  I  have  gathered  I 
earnestly  feel  that  the  majority  of  western 
Montana  citizens  favor  the  construction  of 
Knowles  Dam. 

Gehres  D.  Weed, 
Architect,  Paddock  Building. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  bill  passage. 

William  L.  Close. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  you  to  support  Knowles  Dam. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  R.  M.  Houghton. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  expect  you  to  give  Knowles  Dam  your 
fullest  support. 


Anne  R.  Rinke. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  urge  inclusion  of  Knowles  Dam; 
cannot  afford  underdevelopment  by  private 
power  against  Russian  competition. 

Edna  Mann. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  people  of  western  Montana  are  posi¬ 
tively  not  opposed  to  Knowles.  They  over¬ 
whelmingly  favor  it.  The  economic 
dislocation  is  trifling  compared  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  gains  to  be  derived.  It  is  projects 
such  as  this  which  make  prosperous  areas 
out  of  existing  rock  reefs  and  sagebrush. 

Donald  A.  Paddock, 

Attorney  at  Law. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  passage  of  Knowles  Dam. 

Arlen  and  Jaquetta  Thompson. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  that  Knowles  authorization  be 
added  to  House  bill  before  adjournment. 

Leon  and  Esther  Hurtt. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Use  your  most  persuasive  arguments  to 
secure  Knowles  for  Montana. 

La  Verne  Taylor. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  committee  to  retain  Knowles  Dam 
in  public  works  bill. 

Elton  and  Bernice  Brechbill. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  urge  inclusion  of  Knowles  Dam 
project  in  omnibus  public  works  bill. 

J.  R.  Relet, 

County  Attorney  Office. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  fully  support  the  Knowles  Dam.  Pay 
no  attention  to  the  threat  of  the  American 
Crystal  Sugar  Co.  We  have  more  beet  land 
available  on  our  ranch  than  the  whole  Molse 


Valley.  At  $10.8788  per  ton  no  return  any¬ 
how.  We’re  a  hundred  percent  behind  you 
on  this  bill. 

Elmer  and  Mart  Flynn. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  favor  Knowles  Dam. 

Lorene  Loran. 


Butte,  Mont., 
October  8,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olson, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Arnold  fight  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Geo.  Blair, 

Secretary,  Boilermakers  Union  No.  30. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Please  support  Knowles  Dam  bill  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress. 

Dale  Warren. 

Swan  Lake,  Mont. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Congress. 

Dennis  R.  Plouffe. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam  during  this  session 
of  Congress. 

GUS  PlENIAK. 

St.  Ignatius. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  sincerely  hope  Knowles  Dam  will  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  bill  this  session. 

Margaret  and  Herbert  Carson. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Fred  Miles. 
St.  Ignatius,  Mont. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont. 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  L.  E.  Dunn. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam  this  session. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Dan  McCollum. 
St.  Ignatus,  Mont. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont.,  October  7,  1962. 
Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  Knowles  Dam  authorized  soon. 

Harold  Mitchell,  Jr. 
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Missoula,  Mont. 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  Dam  this  session  of 
Congress. 

L.  H.  Krogstad. 

Ronan,  Mont. 

Missoula,  Mont. 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

1  support  Knowles  Dam  hill  passage. 

Melvin  Shuepields. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  I  feel  it 
will  benefit  the  entire  Northwest. 

Mrs.  George  Wells. 

Hot  Springs. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Believe  Knowles  Dam  project  in  best  in¬ 
terest  of  Montana  business.  Urge  your  sup¬ 
port. 

K.  G.  Distributors. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Believe  Knowles  project  in  best  Interest  of 
Montana,  Northwest  and  Nation.  Strongly 
urge  authorization. 

Eugene  Pike. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  for  Knowles  this  session  of 

Congress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Melvin  Brown. 
St.  Ignatius  Mont. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  for  Knowles  this  session  of 

Congress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  R.  Cordieb. 
PoLsoN  Mont. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  its 
many  benefits  for  all  this  area. 

Mr.  George  Wells. 

Hot  Springs. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Walter  Rudd. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Congress. 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Clifford  A.  Matt. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  needs  industry.  We  need  cheap 
power  from  Knowles  to  attract  it.  Urge 
authorization. 

George  W.  Evins, 
Agnes  E.  Evins. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont.,  October  7, 1962. 
Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  Knowles  Dam  for  western  Mon¬ 
tana  progress. 

Richard  V.  Obr. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont.,  October  7,  1962. 
Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Support  Knowles  Dam  this  session.  Mon¬ 
tana  needs  this  project. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Archie  W.  Olsen. 

St.  Ignatius,'  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

People  strong  for  Knowles  Dam  this  ses¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  'Valentine  M.  Schelee. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  needs  Knowles  Dam.  Hope  it  Is 
authorized  this  session. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Michel  Ashley. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

.  October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  support  of  Knowles  Dam  for  western 
Montana. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ray  Obr. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

People  want  Knowles  Dam  this  session. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Parley  A.  Kent. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Community  wants  Knowles  Dam  author¬ 
ized  for  western  Montana. 

John  C.  Brock. 


Butte,  Mont., 

October  7, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Concensus  hea'vlly  in  favor  of  your  staying 
in  Washington  to  vote  on  public  works  ap¬ 
propriations  and  other  vital  legislation.  Rec¬ 
ognize  you  have  tough  campaign.  Offer  any 
assistance  possible. 

Mary  and  Sabah  McN^lis. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Appreciate  support  of  Knowles  Dam  for 
western  Montana. 

James  S.  Moran. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Request  your  support  of  Knowles  Dam. 

Mary  Hoppe. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 


Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Everyone  here  strong  for  Knowles.  Try  to 
keep  it  on  bill. 

Jim  McCollum. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Want  Knowles  Dam  authorized  before  ad¬ 
journment. 

S.  Smesr'ud. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Community  urges  your  support  of  Knowles 
Dam. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Loyal  Lester. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Request  all  possible  support  by  you  for 
Knowles  Dam.  Montana  needs  this  project. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  H'unteb. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Hope  for  Knowles  Dam  authorization  soon. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  A.  Michel. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  believe  Knowles  Dam  would  be  a  great 
asset  to  northwestern  Montana. 

Tom  Jackques. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  7, 1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  think  Knowles  Dam  is  essential  to  the 
economy  of  the  entire  Northwest. 

Alma  Carney. 


Rosalie  P.  Matt. 
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Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962, 

Hon.  Arnold  H.  Olsen, 

W ashington,  D  .C 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  I  think  It 
is  good  for  the  futiire  of  Montana. 

Mrs.  Edgar  Stevens. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Wa.’shington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Congress. 

Art  Warren. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  vote  “Yes”  on  bill  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Cecil  G.  Crusch. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8. 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  D.  D.  Werner. 

”  Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washin^on,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  the  passage  of  the  Knowles  Dam 
this  week. 

Mrs.  Verne  Harris. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  a  must.  Do  all  you  can 
November  6  will  take  care  of  itself. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Don  Waldron. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam.  We’re  for  It. 

Ben  and  Bessie  Dormaier. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  “yes”  for  the  Knowles  Dam  bill. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Clarence  Jensen. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  Dam  this  session  of 
Congress. 

H.  R.  Resner. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  the  Knowles  Dam  bill. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Melvin  Lund. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  Dam.  Please  vote 
“Yes.” 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lawrence  Christensen. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  support  the  Knowles  Dam  bill. 

Emanuel  Bellon. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Leo  Rouillier. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  this  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Derald  Dellwo. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We’re  for  Knowles  Dam  this  session  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ted  Compton. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  the  Knowles  Dam  bill.  Please 
vote  “yes.” 

Harold  G.  Teigen. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Jess  Rogers. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Opposed  to  Knowles  Dam  along  with  ma¬ 
jority  voters  Lakes  County. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  W.  D.  McDaniel. 

Missoula,  Mont. 

October  6,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam  bill.  Montana 
needs  additional  power  for  existing  and  new 
industry  to  help  stabilize  economy.  New 
water  facilities  to  boost  tourism.  Added 
flood  control  a  must  for  Columbia  Basin. 

Gerogia  Walter. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Strongly  urge  Inclusion  of  Knowles  Dam 
project  in  omnibus  public  works  bill. 

Jack  Pinsonault, 

County  Attorney. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washinfion,  D.C.: 

We  aprpeclate  your  help  in  retaining  the 
Knowles  project  on  the  public  works  bill. 

Elmer  Bastrom. 
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Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  feel  what  you  are  doing  for  the  Knowles 
project  is  great.  Knowles  must  stay  on  the 
PWB. 

Bob  Wilz. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  project  must  stay  on  the  PWB. 
Anything  you  can  do  is  appreciated. 

Orville  Riyzman. 

Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Your  efforts  in  keeping  the  Knowles  proj¬ 
ect  on  the  public  works  bill  are  more  than 
appreciated.  We  stand  behind  you. 

Joe  Crosswhite. 

Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  Kallsp>ell  Central  ’Trades  &  Labor 
Council  has  unanimously  supported  the 
Knowles  project.  Please  do  all  that  is  i>os- 
sible  to  retain  it  on  the  public  works  bill. 

Joe  Crosswhite. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  appreciate  your  help  in  retaining  the 
Knowles  project  on  the  public  works  bill. 

Harold  Sibelrud. 

Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

By  unanimous  action  at  our  regular  meet¬ 
ing  last  night  we  are  on  record  urging  you 
to-do  your  best  to  retain  Knowles  project  on 
the  public  works  bill. 

International  Union  op  Operating 
Engineers,  Local  371. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

W ashington,  D.C.: 

Your  efforts  at  keeping  the  Knowles  proj¬ 
ect  on  the  PBW  are  appreciated.  Montana 
needs  this  dam. 

Wm.  Sterner. 

Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Just  to  let  you  know  your  efforts  in  keep¬ 
ing  the  Knowles  project  on  the  PUB  are 
greatly  appreciated. 

Margaret  Prince. 

Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

W ashington,  D.C.: 

1  urge  you  to  do  everything  possible  to 
keep  Knowles  on  the  PWB. 

Joe  Szrvi. 
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Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962, 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

If  we  build  Knowles  it  will  help  our  econ¬ 
omy. 

Virginia  Lovsauo. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Our  area  will  prosper  if  we  build  the 
Knowles  Dam. 

Leonard  Novsaug. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

A  Knowles  Dam  supporter,  let’s  build  it. 

Bill  Bruce. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962, 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  like  what  you  are  doing  to  keep  the 
Knowles  project  on  the  PWB.  Keep  up  the 
good  work. 

Vila  B.  Sterner. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

We  need  Knowles  Dam  to  encourage  in¬ 
dustry  for  the  benefit  of  Montana. 

Andrew  N.  Johnson. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Favor  passage  of  bill  to  construct  Knowles 
Day  project. 


John  A.  Newell. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  appreciate  your  help  in  keeping  the 
Knowles  project  on  the  public  works  bill. 

Bob  Johnson. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  industry  and  jobs  to  keep  young 
people  in  Montana.  Please  authorize 
Knowles. 

Ann  and  Margaret  Roberts. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  praying  Knowles  will  be  authorized 
before  adjournment. 

Clay  and  Hulda  Carter. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Break  Montana  powers  monopoly.  Con¬ 
tinue  your  support  of  Knowles  Dam. 

Jim  Seert. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Pull  development  of  the  Columbia  is  vital 
to  the  West.  Do  A— OK  Knowles  Dam. 

Herbert  and  Adeline  Bartron. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  DC.; 

People  who  think  for  themselves  want 
I^nowles  for  flood  control,  heat,  power,  and 
jobs. 

Francis  Logan. 


Pablo,  Mont., 
October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  work  hard  for  passage  of  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  James  Fleming. 

Ronan,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Do  your  utmost  for  the  passage  of  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Joe  Charvat. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  stand  behind  you  in  your  effort  to  re¬ 
tain  the  Knowles  project  in  the  public  works 
bill. 

Julius  Skaar. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

The  Knowles  Dam  project  must  remain  on 
the  public  works  bill.  Your  help  is  ap¬ 
preciated. 

James  H.  Choate. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Hmise  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  cannot  afford  delay  on  Knowles. 
Thank  you. 

Williard  and  Carol  Carter. 


Ronan,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Favorable  vote  for  Knowles  Important  for 
Montana’s  economy. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  William  Sell. 


Ronan,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

A  favorable  vote  for  Knowles  Important 
for  Montana’s  economy. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  Hughes. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  feel  Knowles  project  wanted  and  need¬ 
ed  in  Montana.  Please  give  all  possible  sup¬ 
port. 

lilr.  and  Mrs.  William  Ballard. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  restoration  of  the  Knowles  Dam 
authorization  to  the  House  bill.  We  need 
Knowles  Dam  now;  It  must  not  be  side¬ 
tracked. 

Edwinn  and  Leona  Marvin. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  favor  Knowles  Dam. 

Bill  and  Angeline  McCoy. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  recommend  that  Knowles  Dam  be  passed 
at  this  session. 

Mrs.  Frances  Waylett. 


Paradise,  Mont., 

October  6,  1982. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

As  a  businessman,  Knowles  Dam  is  what 
we  need.  Eighty  percent  of  my  customers 
are  for  it. 

Carl  H.  Dahl. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,.  D.C.: 

Urge  all  efforts  keep  Knowles  in  appropria¬ 
tions  bill. 


N.  M.  Gies, 

Secretary,  Kalispell.  Mont.,  Building 
&  Construction  Trade  Council. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  you  to  support  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gene  Medved. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1982. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  in  favor  of  Knowles  Dam  for  Mon¬ 
tana’s  increased  industrial  growth. 

Mrs.  Leo  Hansen. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  pass  the  Knowles  Dam  in  the  ses¬ 
sion  we  need  Knowles  Dam. 

Miss  Marlen  Waylett. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Have  supported  multipurpose  dam  in 
Paradise-Knowles  area  since  1953.  We  still 
do. 

Missoula  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  authorization  of  Knowles  Dam.  Be¬ 
lieve  it  is  for  the  good  of  Montana. 

Donald  E.  Woolridce. 
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Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Congressman  Ard  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  storage,  wildlife,  rec¬ 
reation,  economic  development. 

Ben  F.  Cortner. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

1  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  and  economic  development. 

Amy  a.  Fallee. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  and  economic  development. 

Steven  S.  Sallee. 


POLSON,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  your  support  of  legislation  for 
Knowles  Dam  necessary  for  comprehensive 
river  development. 

Lee  and  Elizabeth  Larson. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  water 
storage,  progressive  development,  and  wildlife 
preservation. 

Mrs.  Ivon  Pineger. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  water  storage,  and  economic  devel¬ 
opment. 

Avon  Pinegar. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  and  economic  development. 

Charles  W.  McMenus, 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962, 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Urge  passage  of  Knowles  Dam  project. 

Virginia  L.  Meltzer. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962, 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  continue  your  support  of  Knowles 
Dam  legislation.  We  need  development  of 
western  Montana. 

S.  Bruce  DeLong. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Build  the  Knowls  Dam;  It  will  help  our 
economy. 

Lelano  E.  Breiner, 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam.  We  need  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  resources. 

Edna  M.  Mooney. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Knowles  Dam  will  help.  Please  build  It. 

D.  J.  Brockway. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  for  development  of 
Montana, 

Bert  L.  Vancampen. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  In  favor  of  construction  of  Knowles 
Dam  In  Sanders  County.  Please  continue 
support.  / 

Kathryn  DeLong. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressnian  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

My  support  Is  for  Knowles  Dam. 

M.  C.  Sutherland. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Need  Knowles  dam  for  complete  river  de¬ 
velopment  and  to  alleviate  chronic  imem- 
ployment. 

Stephen  D.  Babcock. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  Is  needed  to  boost  the  econ¬ 
omy  and  stimulate  Industrial  growth  in 
Western  Montana. 

Martin  Neilsen. 

Charlo,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Om  State  needs  more  employment  so  we 
need  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ren  Olson. 

Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  would  like  industry  In  our  State.  Sup¬ 
port  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Orla  Hensen. 

Plains,  Mont, 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.;  . 

Favor  passage  of  Knowles  Dam.  Sanders 
County  needs  this  project. 

John  F.  Harwood, 

Sanders  County  Commissioner. 

Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  for  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lester  Olson. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  In  favor  of  Knowles  Dam  for  the 
future  Industrial  growth  of  Montana. 

Lorene  M.  Templeton. 


PoLSON,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  urge  passage  of  bill  for  Knowles 
Dam.  Need  for  power  and  flood  control 
paramount. 

C.  E.  and  Esther  Livingston. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  continue  supporting  Knowles  Dam. 
We  feel  its  In  the  best  interests  of  Montana. 

Margaret  and  Roy  Bubditt. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Work  program  needed  badly.  The  allover 
picture  a  good  one.  We  need  Knowles  Dam. 

Betty  Livingston. 


Charlo,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  to  have  Knowles  built. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bert  Olson. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  the  passage  of  the  Knowles  Dam 
bill.  Will  we  need  It  here. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Melvin  Palmer. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  in  favor  of  Knowles  Dam  for  the  prog¬ 
ress  of  Montana. 

J.  H.  Johnston. 

Missoula,  Mont. 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  Knowles. 
Please  continue  supporting  It. 

William  L.  Close. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  must  have  Knowles  Dam. 
Please  put  full  force  of  your  office  behind 
the  project. 

Tom  Danietson. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Lillian  Cortner. 
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Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington.  D.C.: 

Western  Montana  needs  Knowles  Dam  with 
low-cost  power  to  boost  Industrial  growth. 

Marcia  Neilsen. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  economic  development. 

Mina  Albert. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  economic  development. 

Allen  Barns. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  Olsen,  > 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  economic  development. 

Mrs.  Beulah  Snyder. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  power  and  storage.  Build 
Knowles  now. 


Ann  Driscoll. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Am  in  favor  of  Knowles  Dam.  Western 
Montana  needs  low  cost  power  for  economic 
growth. 

Thomas  Neilsen. 

,  -  Arlee,  Mont., 

,  October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  favor  Federal  Knowles  for  flood  control, 
power,  recreation,  economic,  and  democratic 
reasons. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rat  D.  Cart. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  In  favor  of  Knowles  Dam  for  Mon¬ 
tana’s  increased  industrial  growth. 

Leo  Hansen. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  developments. 

R.  E.  Snyder. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962. 

Representative  Arnold  Olsen,  , 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Imperative  build  Knowles  Dam. 

C.  C.  Coffey. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962. 

Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Public  works  legislation  must  provide  for 
Knowles  Dam  now.  Majority  here  support  It. 

Howard  M.  Roslyn. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962, 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Strongly  urge  Inclusion  of  Knowles  Dam  In 
appropriation  for  public  works.  This  Is  a 
must. 

John  R.  Garden. 

Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Knowles  Dam  must  be  provided  for  in 
public  works  legislation.  Majority  here  de¬ 
mand  it. 

W.  L.  Vacura. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.:  • 

Only  Knowles  Dam  can  accomplish  intelli¬ 
gent  handling  and  complete  development  of 
our  water. 

Duke  Sallee. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife,, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Maret  Blixt. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Western  Montana  desperately  needs 
Knowles  Dam  now. 

Frederick  R.  Matt. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Businessmen  and  surrounding  communi¬ 
ties  want  Knowles  authorized  this  session. 

J.  J.  Chipman. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Company  has  paid  staff  to  round  up  tele¬ 
grams.  Supporters  of  Knowles  write  and 
send  their  own. 

Charles  Miller. 


Custer,  Mont., 
October  7, 1962. 
Great  Falls,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  every  effort  to  include  Knowles  Dam 
In  House  conference  report. 

Regards, 

Leonard  Kenfield, 
President,  Montana  Farmers  Union. 


Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Big  Horn  area  farmers  now  know  power 
dams  cause  summer  shortage-winter  flooding. 
Knowles  unjustlfled. 

Harlan  Thompson. 

St.  Ignatius^  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  and  Lake  Counties  desperately 
need  Knowles  Dam  now. 

Thomas  Hooyenga. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont.,  . 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  appreciate  your  splendid  support  of 
Knowles  Dam  and  defiance  of  company. 

Mrs.  Roxanna  Gould. 


Paradise,  Mont., 

October  7, 1962. 


Hon.  Arnold  H.  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  a  very  worthwhile  project. 
Vote  “yes.” 

W.  E.  Bartholomew. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  favor  Knowles.  Montana  needs 
it. 

Don  Posivio. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  favor  Knowles.  Don’t  give  in 
to  Montana  Power. 

Clete  and  Ruth  Fearon. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  needs  Knowles  for  water  storage. 
Western  Montana  needs  a  boost. 

Francis  Moore. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Keep  up  the  fight  for  Knowles.  Western 
Montana  needs  it. 

Charles  Whalen. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  7, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Do  everything  you  can  for  Knowles.  Mon¬ 
tana  needs  it  very  much. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Archie  McDonald. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Am  very  strong  for  Knowles.  Try  your  best 
to  keep  it  on  bill. 

Thomas  D.  Gould. 
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Columbia  Falls,  Mont,, 

October  6,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  H.  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  Knowles  Dam  passed  this  session. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sam  Routllutu. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Helen  Brown  Snider. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Thank  you  for  your  magnificent  fight  for 
Knowles  and  Montana  success. 

Fred  Ahrens. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

All  my  neighbors  hope  for  approval  of 
Knowles  before  adjournment. 

H.  DeWatne  E.  Olsen. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Most  of  the  people  strong  for  Knowles 
authorization. 

G.  A.  Rosenbaum. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  hofie  for  Knowles  authorization  now. 

R.  L.  Wolcott. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Montana  Power  is  main  source  against 
Knowles.  Most  of  us  are  for  it. 

Arthur  Jonasen. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

1  request  your  support  of  Knowles  Dam. 

Sheldon  Gould. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

•Congressinan  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam.  We  need  devel¬ 
opment  in  this  area. 

Franklin  Sorensen, 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam. 

James  L.  Heim. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  continue  to  vigorously  support 
Knowles  Dam. 


Ruth  Martman. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

This  area  needs  Knowles  Dam. 

Jim  Dean. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.; 

I  am  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Beatrice  Jonas. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

D.  A.  McChesnie. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  will  help  the  entire  West. 

John  H.  Pyatt. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

In  favor  of  Knowles  Dam.  Pass  this  ses¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charles  V.  Cordiee. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.; 

Vote  two  “yesses”  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ernest  M.  Tufitman. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  would  like  to  see  Knowles  Dam  built. 

Martha  B.  Timlin. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.O.; 

Build  Knowles  Dam,  we  need  It. 

Earl  Wollaston. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  it  would 
help  Montana’s  economy  by  Increased  In¬ 
dustries  and  jobs. 

Mrs.  W.  V.  Ehlert. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  8,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 


We  need  Knowles  Dam  for  future  indus¬ 
tries. 


Rowanna  Bros. 


Eureka,  Mont., 
October  8,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.Cj 

The  entitle  Northwest  needs  your  support 
on  EOiowles  Dam  project. 

K.  W.  Vincent. 
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Plains,  Mont., 
October  8,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  Knowles  Dam  for  future  progress. 

Willie  Bros. 

Eureka,  Mont., 
October  8,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  request  you  do  everything  possible  to 
assure  passage  of  Knowles  Dam  legislation. 
Lincoln  Electric  Cooperative. 

Great  Palls,  Mont., 

October  8,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Fight  to  put  Knowles  in  the  House  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mat  Walters  Hotel  and  Restaurant 
Employees  Union. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

U.S.  Representative, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.G.: 

We  urge  approval  of  Knowles  Dam. 

Jean  Pinsoneault. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  O^en, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam. 

Gilbert  Jonas. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam;  we  need  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  resources. 

Felix  G.  Carter. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Sanders  County  and  Montana  need 
Knowles  Dam  now. 

Elinor  Thurman. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Pat  Dean. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

As  a  citizen  of  western  Montana  I  urge  you 
to  support  the  Knowles  Dam  program  for 
Montana. 

Wayne  R.  Johnson. 


Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

U.S.  Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives,  House  Office  Build¬ 
ing  Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  one  out  of  many  who  urge  you  to  do 
your  best  In  retaining  the  Knowles  project 
on  the  public  works  bill. 

Ken  Sterner. 
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Thompson  Palls,  Mont. 
October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Build  Knowles  Dam.  We  need  the  em¬ 
ployment  in  this  country. 

Roy  a.  McKenzie. 

Paradise,  Mont., 

October  6,  1982. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen. 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  definitely  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Mildred  O.  Dahl. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont. 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Western  Montana  must  have  the  Knowles 
Dam. 

Pearl  E.  McKenzie. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  favor  Knowles  Dam  because  of  water 
storage  power  output  and  Industry. 

Cecilia  K.  Johnson. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  8, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  Knowles  Dam  to  bring  in  industry 
and  for  other  favorable  reasons. 

Mrs.  Lillian  E.  Crary. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam. 

Bonnie  Liggst. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6.  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Backing  you  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

-  Art  Crabtree. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  in  favor  of  Knowles  Dam.  Let’s 
build  Montana  with  power. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  D.  M.  Mullen. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam;  we  need  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  resources. 

N.  Adrian  Preston. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Don  Brown. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  means  increased  business, 
more  Jobs,  better  water  use  for  Montana.  I’m 
for  it. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.O.; 

Our  support  Knowles  Dam  for  the  progres¬ 
sive  development  of  Sanbers  County  In  Mon¬ 
tana. 

Mrs.  Emil  Marsh. 


Missoula,  Mont. 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  expect  you  to  give  Knowles  Dam  your 
fullest  support. 

Burley  C.  Rinke. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

•  October  5, 1692. 

Arnold  Olse^, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Highly  recommend  approval  of  Knowles 
Dam. 


Henry  Lozeau. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  you  to  support  authorization  of 
Knowles  Dam  project.  Montana  needs  it. 

Howard  R.  Gavin. 


Hamilton,  Mont., 

October  5,  1692. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

MPCO  statement  cost  taxpayers  untrue. 
Urge  build  Knowles  Dam.  Self-liquidating 
in  50  years. 

Forest  Cooper. 

POLSON,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  Knowles  Dam 
stand;  Montana  and  Northwest  greatest 
need. 

Sam  K.  Smith. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Request  your  continued  support  of 
Knowles  Dam  legislation.  Only  intelligent 
way  to  develop  our  rivers. 

Richard  T.  Thiegs. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Work  program  needed  badly.  The  all  over 
picture  a  good  one.  We  need  Knowles  Dam. 

Malt»e  K.  Sage. 


Dixon,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Am  for  Knowles  Dam.  One  of  business¬ 
men  Dixon,  Mont.  Would  like  see  improve¬ 
ment  Flathead  River. 

Albert  C.  Paul. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Build  Knowles  Dam.  Our  great  State  will 
no  longer  be  the  last  frontier. 

Marie  Romsa. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Fight  for  Knowles  Dam  vital  for  the  econ  • 
omy  of  western  Montana. 

J.  C.  Romsa. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.G.: 

We  need  Knowles  Dam  for  jobs  that  are 
needed  badly  in  western  Montana. 

Job  Romsa. 


PoLSON,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  do  all  you  can  to  keep  Knowles 
in  the  Senate  bill. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  Harball  and  Sally  Harball. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  in  favor  of  construction  of 
Knowles  Dam  to  further  the  economy  of 
county. 

Carl  Clark. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because:  Flood 
conrtol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wild¬ 
life,  recreation,  economic  development. 

Edna  Reifschneider. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Favor  passage  of  Knowles  Dam  legislation 
to  further  advancement  of  economy  of 
western  Montana. 

Eugene  P,  Mahoney. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Do  not  let  power  companies  stifle  the 
progress  of  western  Montana.  We  want 
Knowles. 

Mrs.  J.  K.  Romsa,  Jr. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  authorization  of  Knowles  before  ad¬ 
journment  and  construction  at  earliest  pos¬ 
sible  date. 

Respectfully, 

T.  W.  and  Leila  Roberts. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Passage  of  Knowles  Dam  absolute  neces¬ 
sity  if  all  the  people  in  Montana  are  to 
participate. 

Maurice  J.  McDonough. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  strongly  urge  the  addition  of  Knowles 
Dam  to  the  House  water  resources  bill. 

Mrs.  Richard  E.  Raber. 


Mrs.  Anna  Lauerman. 
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Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  for  needed  water 
storage  and  recreation  and  for  benefit  of 
wildlife. 

Antone  a.  Grell. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Am  in  support  of  Knowles  Dam  and  believe 
it  will  help  the  economy. 

Rat  J.  Novak. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Recommend  approval  of  Knowles  Dam  at 
this  session  of  Congress. 

Lilis  Waylet. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washin^on,  D.C.: 

We  want  Knowles  Dam,  it  will  help  this 
community  and  Montana. 

Mrs.  Roger  D.  Nyoren. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  the  Knowles  project.  We  need 
Knowles  to  help  develop  our  area. 

Paul  K.  Saylor. 

Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  is  essential  to  welfare  of 
county. 

Clinton  O.  Spindler. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Public  works  legislation  must  provide  for 
Knowles  Dam  now;  majority  here  support  it. 

H.  C.  Scott. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Builffing, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Public  works  legislation  must  provide  for 
Knowles  Dam  now;  majority  here  support  it. 

John  J.  Gagnon. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress,  i 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  opinions  I  derive  from  talking  to 
clients  Indicates  Knowles  is  overwhelmingly 
favored. 

Raymond  W.  Brault. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washinc^on,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam.  It  is  necessary 
to  control  floods. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam.  Our  depressed 
area  needs  this  development. 

Dewey  L.  Duffel. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  for  development  of 
Montana. 


Jesse  C.  Nelson. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  the  Knowles  Dam.  It  will  help 
our  county. 


Ester  Breiner. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Air.  and  Mrs.  Boyd  L.  Davis. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Ruth  Graham. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Let’s  push  the  Knowles  Dam  issue  through 
now. 

Lloyd  R.  Johnson. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  is  vital  to  the  economy  of 
our  Nation  and  State.  We  must  look  to  the 
future  of  our  young  people  who  now  must 
leave  Montana  for  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  after  we  have  invested  heavily  in 
their  education. 

Earl  J.  Barlow. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Mrs.  Art  Crabtree. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  it’s 
Importance  in  water  conservation  for  our 
Western  States. 

Bill  Ehlert. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  urge  your  support  of  Knowles 
Dam  legislation. 

Airs.  W.  L.  Gannett. 

AIissoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  sorely  needed  for  economic 
development  of  Montana.  I  strongly  urge 
House  authorization. 

Arnold  Bolle. 


Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

I  favor  Knowles  Dam. 

George  D.  Hartman. 

Thompson  Falls.  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.; 

We  need  Knowles  Dam. 

H.  L.  Maplethorpe. 


Charlo,  Mont., 
October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  would  like  to  see  Knowles  Dam  built  as 
we  need  it. 


Mrs.  Lila  Evans. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  continue  your  fight  in  favor  of 
Knowles  Dam. 

E.  E.  Solum. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Congressman  Arnold  M.  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam. 

M.uhe  Goode. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
’The  Honorable  Arnold  Olsen, 
Washington,  D.C.; 

I  urge  your  support  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Tony  Cochiarella. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Oi^en, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Congress  failure  to  authorize  Knowles  Dam 
will  be  bitter  disappointment  to  forward 
looking  Montana  citizens. 

Edmund  Freeman. 

Ronan,  Mont., 
October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  needed  in  Montana  regardless  of 
opposition. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  William  Hocker. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Would  appreciate  your  support  for  Knowles 
Dam. 


Robert  H.  Newman. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  urge  your  continued  support  of  the 
Knowles  Dam. 

Stella  Jean  Hansen. 


Ronan,  Mont., 
October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Water  power  and  employment  makes  a 
better  Montana.  Knowles  beneficial. 

Dorothy  Lundvall. 


Walt  Gould. 
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October  10 


M1SSOTTI.A,  Mont,, 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington.  D.C.: 

Congratulate  your  support  Knowles  Dam, 
Lake  County  property  owners. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Pete  Aunb. 


Ronan,  Mont., 
October  6, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Please  work  hard  for  passage  of  Knowles. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Everett  Krudde. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  needed  for  power  and  flood 
control.  Strongly  urge  passing  of  this  bill. 

Ronald  and  Eva  Tollefson. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washin^on,  D.C.; 

I  hope  you  will  be  successful  in  your  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Knowles  Dam  project. 

Dorothy  Barr. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam. 

Annie  L.  Gill. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  economy  depends  on  passage  of  the 
Knowles  Dam  bill. 

Henry  L.  Gill. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Let  us  build  the  Knowles  Dam. 

G.  V.  Taylor. 


Paradise,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washin^on,  D.C.: 

Give  us  Knowles  Dam. 

Robert  E.  Drayton. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Request  you  pass  Knowles  Dam  at  this 
session  of  Congress. 

Joe  L.  Waylett. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

We  urge  the  passage  of  the  Knowles  Dam 
bill. 

Stranger  and  Plorence  Tabish. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  a  must  for  our  future  gen¬ 
erations. 

Robert  Gill. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Nhcki  Barns. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.G.: 

Imperative  build  Knowles  Dam. 

Sophia  Cecilia  Adams. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  recommend  Knowles  be  passed  at  this 
session. 

Nancy  Jo  Waylett. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  recommend  that  Knowles  Dam  be  passed 
at  this  session. 

Mrs.  Erma  Lozeau. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  must  have  Knowles  Dam  now.  Num¬ 
ber  me  among  its  many  supporters. 

Joseph  Inesgarden. 


Paradise,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Hoxise  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

We  need  Knowles  Dam  badly. 

Nona  Evanson. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Continue  your  support  of  Knowles  project 
for  the  beneflt  of  western  Montana  and 
Sanders  County. 

Levina  M,  Clark. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  needed 
flood  control,  progressive  development,  and 
recreational  purposes. 

Mrs.  Bhly  Schaffer. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  industry.  Why  educate  children 
here  and  they  have  to  go  to  other  States 
to  get  Jobs. 

Gordon  Marlene. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Bud  Hose  a  Cecil. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  passage  of  Knowles  Dam  Bill. 

Bob  Shafer. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Imperative  build  Knowles  Dam. 

Herb  Pisher. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Alpha  O.  Hedin. 


Missoula,  Mont. 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

U.S.  Representative, 

Washington^  D.C.: 

Let’s  not  pet  Knowles  approval  vet  bogged 
down  in  the  House.  Montana  needs  Knowles. 

Paula  Knapp. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam.  We  need  more 
power  to  develop  Industry. 

Arthur  Harlow. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  water 
storage  power  output  and  economic  develop¬ 
ments. 

Ted  Schaffer. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C,; 

We  urge  support  Knowles  Dam. 

Donnie  and  Clinton  Devoe. 

Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

This  area  needs  authorization  of  Knowles 
Dam  if  possible. 

John  and  Monica  Colter. 

Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  council  composed  of  four  local  unions 
in  northwest  Montana  urge  that  you  insist 
Knowles  Dam  be  retained  in  the  public 
works  bill. 

Carpenters  District  Council  of 
Northwestern  Montana, 

P.  Petersen,  Secretary. 


Missoula,  Mont. 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  people  I 
talked  to  tell  me  they  want  Knowles  Dam. 

Robert  Watt. 
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Kalispell,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Insist  on  Knowles  Dam  being  retained  in 
public  works  bill.  Our  17  locals  In  western 
Montana,  9  in  vicinity  of  Knowles,  have  re¬ 
peatedly  testified  in  favor  of  Knowles-Para- 
dlse  project  at  all  hearings  held  in  this  area. 
Robert  C.  Weller, 

Secretary,  Montana  District  Council 

Lumber  and  Sawmill  Workers, 

Hamilton,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Respectfully  urge  your  continued  support 
on  Knowles  Dam  measure.  Will  stimulate 
permanent  employment  in  area. 

Gilbert  L.  Jelinek. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  industry.  Why  educate  children 
here  and  they  have  to  go  other  States  to  get 
Jobs. 

Ann  Marlenee. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  fiood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Joe  Blixt. 

Hamilton,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Without  Knowles  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  Columbia  River  Impossible.  All  opposi¬ 
tion  by  Montana  Power. 

Miles  Romney. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  suppKirt  Knowles  Dam.  Saunders 
County  in  the  Northwest  needs  this  project 
badly. 

Roy  R.  Mills. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

A1  and  I  support  the  Knowles  Dam  pro¬ 
posal.  Good  luck. 

Margaret  Stone. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  flood 
control,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife 
recreation,  and  economic  development. 

Mildred  O.  McMenus. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  the  Knowles  Dam  project  be¬ 
cause  of  need  of  flood  control  and  progressing 
developments. 

Mrs.  Thespa  a.  Grell. 


PoLsoN,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Hundreds  of  Lake  County  people  support 
your  stand  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Leon  Terry. 
Mrs.  Mary  Meyer. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  the  Knowles  project  now. 

W.  Britton. 

PoLSON,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Congratulations  on  your  progress  on 
Knowles  Dam.  Continue  effort  on  our  be¬ 
half. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Carrl  A.  Halgreen, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Paul  Havolich, 

Mrs.  Dora  Bruce. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  in  favor  of  Knowles  being  buUt  im¬ 
mediately. 

A.  A.  Hertz. 

St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Western  Montana  needs  Knowles  Dam 
desperately.  Urge  prompt  support. 

Dan  Seery. 


St.  Ignatius,  Mont., 

October  6, 1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  all  possible  support  for  Knowles  Dam. 
Western  Montana  needs  this  project. 

J.  E.  Taplin. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

^  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  of  pro¬ 
gressive  development,  economic  development 
and  recreational  development. 

C.  E.  Latham. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Urge  authorization  of  Knowles  Dam  this 
session. 


Grace  T.  Kerr. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Majority  of  western  Montanans  favor 
Knowles.  You’ve  done  fine  job.  We  sup¬ 
port  you  strongly. 

Bertha  Paddock. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

At  least  50  percent  of  this  area  strongly 
supports  Knowles  Dam. 

S.  R.  Logan. 
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Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building  Washington,  D.C.: 

Residents  of  the  area  Involved  favor 
Knowles  as  I  do. 

Mrs.  Rosie  Gray. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building  Washington,  D.C.: 

Prom  conversations  with  clients  it  is  my 
opinion  Knowles  is  overwhelmingly  favored. 

Raymond  P.  Tipp. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  need  Knowles  Dam. 

Art  Thurman. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage  wildlife, 
recreation,  and  economic  development. 

Mabel  Coon. 

Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Pavor  Knowles  Dam.  Sanders  County 
needs  this  project. 

Mrs.  Jack  Harwood, 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  Kiiowles  Dam.  It  will  help  this 
community  and  Montana. 

Roger  D.  Nygren. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

It  is  essential  to  pass  Knowles  Dam  bill. 
We  need  it. 


Richard  Harwood. 


Plains,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  passage  of  Knowles  Dam. 

Mrs.  Minnie  Harmond. 

Paradise,  Mont. 


Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

)louse  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con¬ 
trol,  power  output,  water  storage,  wildlife, 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Harry  Cecil. 


Charlo,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Certainly  need  the  power  of  Knowles  Dam. 
Hope  you  can  get  it  for  us  this  session. 

Nick  Herin. 
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Hot  Springs,  Mont,, 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Fight  for  Knowles,  we  represent  most  of 
Perma. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Edward  Mulick. 

Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  a  must  for  good  of  Sanders 
County,  Mont.;  United  States. 

James  L.  Taylor. 

Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  you  to  pass  Knowles  Dam  bill.  We  do 
need  the  boost  to  our  economy. 

Mrs.  Richard  Harwood. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washin^on,  D.C.: 

We  want  Knowles  Dam.  Good  for  State. 

A.  P.  Datlor, 
SiG  Dayxor. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

Authorized  to  pass  bill  providing  for 
Knowles  Dam.  Badly  needed  this  area. 

Dorothy  Vacura. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  want  Knowles  Dam.  Good  for  Mon¬ 
tana. 

Mrs.  A.  P.  Dayton. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  passage  of  Knowles  Dam  project. 

George  C.  Meltzer. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  passage  of  Knowles  Dam  project. 

David  M.  Minnes. 


Dixon,  Mont., 
October  6,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Vote  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Ed  Cantrell. 


Charlo,  Mont, 
October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold'  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Lots  of  people  here  strong  for  Knowles 
Dam. 

John  Yearer. 

Hot  Springs,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

1  support  Knowles  Dam  because  flood  con^ 
trol,  jxjwer  output,  water  storage,  vdldllfe 
recreation,  economic  development. 

Bud  Coon. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 

Arnold  Olsen, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  favor  Knowles  Dam. 

Donald  P.  Egeland. 

Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 

Hon.  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  and  our  friends  are  in  strong  support 
of  the  Knowles  Dam. 

Beatrice  K.  and  Eugene  H.  Weigel. 

Thompson  Falls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Request  you  act  affirmatively  on  Knowles 
Dam  legislation.  Sanders  County  and  the 
West  need  power. 

Gertrude  J.  Mahoney 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Knowles  Dam  is  essential  to  county. 

Harold  E.  Farrington. 


Thompson  Palls,  Mont., 

October  5,  1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.; 

I  support  Knowles  Dam.  Knowles  wll 
help  recreation  and  wildlife. 

BarSara  Gould. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962 

Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

For  the  common  good  of  Montana,  very 
Important  that  Knowles  Dam  be  authorized. 

L.  J.  Carter. 


Plains,  Mont., 
October  5, 1962. 
Representative  Arnold  Olsen, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  vote  for  Knowles  Dam. 

Dean  D.  Stapleton. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  recommend  the  approval  of  Knowles  Dam 
Nelba  H.  Lozeau. 


Missoula,  Mont., 

October  5, 1962. 
Congressman  Arnold  Olsen, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  strongly  urge  the  passage  of  the  Knowles 
Dam  bill. 

Helen  Murray. 


In 


FEDERAL  PAY  BILL 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Johansen]. 

(Mr.  JOHANSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  speak  out  of  the  regular 
order.) 

(Mr.  JOHANSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 
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Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  dur¬ 
ing  debate  on  Monday  and  Friday  of  : 
week  on  the  Federal  pay-postal  n 
retirement  pay  bill,  I  repeatedly  wi 
that  adoption  of  the  pay  provisiMfe  of 
this  bill  would  trigger  enormous/pres- 
sures  in  the  next  Congress  for  w^y  sub¬ 
stantial  pay  increases  at  the^p  of  the 
classified  pay  system,  in  th^Executive 
Pay  Act,  and  in  the  salariej^f  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Judiciary  and  Memb^  of  Congress. 

The  administration  eyfdently  has  lost 
no  time  in  providing  cq^rmation  of  that 
warning. 

The  able  staff  w^ter  on  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  affairs  ofynie  Washington  Eve¬ 
ning  Star,  MrVjoseph  Young,  in  his 
column  “The  Bederal  Spotlight,”  yester¬ 
day  reports  tfiat  administration  ofidcials 
already  aro^t  work  on  proposals  to  be 
submittec^o  the  new  88th  Congress  in 
January 

In  Hns  same  article,  Mr.  Young  calls 
atteqifion  to  another  aspect  of  the  chain 
started  by  the  ill-considered  and 
Advised  legislative  action  last  week, 
points  out  that  enactment  of  the 
"supergrade.  Executive  Act,  and  congres¬ 
sional  pay  increases  next  year  will  in¬ 
evitably  result  in  new  pressures  for  still 
further  pay  increases  in  the  lower  levels. 

I  quote  Mr.  Young’s  exact  words: 

All  this  has  slgniflcance,  too,  for  Federal 
employees  in  the  upper-middle  class  and 
even  those  below  these  grades.  For  once 
the  Executive  Act  and  supergrade  pay  ceil¬ 
ings  are  raised,  this  will  give  more  latitude 
to  Increasing  eventually  Federal  pay  down 
the  line,  which  until  now  has  been  held 
down  because  of  restrictions  on  the  salary 
paid  to  the  top  grades. 

If  events  bear  out  this  prophecy — and 
I  have  no  doubt  they  will  unless  the  Con¬ 
gress  miraculously  discovers  the  courage 
to  resist  periodic  pressure  campaigns  for 
pay  increases — it  will  prove  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  proposed  policy  of  salary 
comparability  is  a  complete  fraud  upon 
the  American  taxpayer. 

It  will  prove  equally  fraudulent  the 
claims  of  sponsors  of  this  year’s  pay  leg¬ 
islation  that  its  adoption  will  forestall 
hese  periodic  pressure  drives. 

uring  consideration  of  this  year’s  pay 
lation  in  the  executive  sessions  of  the 
Hoii^  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Si^vice,  I  offered  an  amendment  to 
provide^  straight  7  percent  across-the- 
board  pa^  raise.  It  was  voted  down. 
Yet  this  aptoroach  to  the  problem  would 
have  proving  many  justifiable  pay  in- 
me  not  so  justifiable — 
but  at  the  sa3^  time  it  would  have 
avoided  the  kindw  lid-raising  operation 
that  was  finally  espied  out  and  which 
obviously  is  going  to^e  pursued  further 
when  Congress  returrSknext  January. 

These  remarks  are  im^ded  to  put  the 
next  Congress  on  notice  Ik  to  what  they 
will  face.  It  is  also  inteno^  to  put  the 
American  taxpayers  on  noti^as  to  what 
they  face. 

One  final  comment:  Mr.  Cl^nce  B. 
Randall,  who  has  served  as  a 
man  “yes-man”  under  both  Repul 
and  Democratic  administrations,  'Vid 
who  was  Chairman  of  President 
nedy’s  Federal  Salary  Policy  Panel, 
statement  early  this  year  published  by’’ 
the  National  Civil  Service  League  made 
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this  uicredible  and  totally  unsubstanti¬ 
ated  statement: 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  higher  Federal 
salaries  would  attract  a  level  of  competence 
that  would  so  improve  Government  opera¬ 
tions  that  there  would  be  no  out-of-pocket 
cost  at  all. 

In  view  of  the  very  substantial  in¬ 
crease  in  payroll  costs  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  salary  increases — of  which  this 
year’s  billion  dollar  boost  is  obviously 
only  ,  the  first  installment — I  wonder 
when  the  American  taxpayers  will  begin 
to  get  a  “refund”  in  line  with  Mr.  Ran¬ 
dall’s  pi-eposterous  prediction. 

I  advise  the  American  taxpayers  not 
to  hold  their  breath  waiting  for  ih  ' 

Under  leave  to  extend  and  revise  my 
remarks,  I  include  the  full  text  of  Mr. 
Young’s  column  dealing  with  this  sub¬ 
ject: 

The  Federal  Spotlight — Work  Begins  on 
Increasing  Executive  Act  Salaries 
(By  Joseph  Young) 

Administration  officials  already  are  at 
work  on  proposals  to  be  submitted  to  the 
new  88th  Congress  in  January  for  raising 
Executive  Act  salaries,  Government  super¬ 
grade  careerists’  pay  as  well  as  the  salaries 
of  Members  of  Congress. 

Present  administration  thinking  is  to  pro¬ 
pose  a  $35,000  salary  for  Cabinet  officers  and 
substantial  Increases  as  well  for  agency 
heads,  commissioners,  assistant  secretaries, 
etc.,  who  come  under  the  Executive  Pay  Act. 
The  top  pay  for  supergrade  career  jobs,  set 
in  the  new  pay  raise  legislation  enacted  by 
Congress  at  $20,000,  would  be  raised  to 
$24,500  as  a  result  of  the  administration’s 
pending  proposal.  Other  supergrade  sal¬ 
aries  also  would  be  adjusted  upward  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

President  Kennedy  also  is  expected  to  sug¬ 
gest — rather  than  formally  recommend, 
since  this  is  the  prerogative  of  Congress — 
that  Congress  raise  the  present  $22,500  sal¬ 
ary  of  the  members  to  $30,000  a  year. 

Discussions  already  are  being  held  by  ad¬ 
ministration  officials  with  key  members  of 
Congress  and  the  leaders  and  staff  members 
of  the  Congressional  committees  which 
would  handle_  such  legislation.  Such  dis¬ 
cussions  are  expected  to  continue  during 
the  adjournment  of  Congress. 

The  administration  wants  to  have  the 
features  of  the  proposal  straightened  out  to 
everyone’s  satisfaction  so  that  the  official 
proposals  will  get  prompt  action  from  Con¬ 
gress  next  year. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  in  its  report  accom¬ 
panying  the  Federal  classified  and  postal 
employee  pay  raise  bill  which  was  enacted 
last  week  by  Congress,  the  Senate  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Committee  “urged”  President  Kennedy 
to  submit  proposals  next  year  for  raising 
Executive  Act  and  supergrade  pay.  It  did 
not  mention  Congressional  salaries,  but  it 
is  the  understanding  that  any  Executive  Act 
and  supergrade  salary  raise  would  have  to  be 
accompanied  by  a  Congressional  pay  raise. 

All  this  has  significance,  too,  for  Federal 
employees  in  the  upper-middle  grades  and 
even  those  .below  these  grades.  For  once 
that  Executive  Act  and  supergrade  pay  ceil¬ 
ings  are  raised,  this  will  give  more  lati¬ 
tude  to  increasing  eventually  Federal  pay 
down  the  line,  which  until  now  has  been 
held  down  because  of  restrictions  on  the 
salary  paid  to  the  top  grades. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  statement.  Of  course  it  was 
made  implicit  in  the  pay  increase  bill 


that  there  would  be  legislation  in  the 
next  session  of  Congress  to  Increase  the 
pay  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  well  as  Members  of  Congress. 
Already  there  is  a  bill  lurking  around 
here  somewhere  that  would  increase  the 
pay  of  certain  District  of  Columbia  of¬ 
ficials  because  it  seems  that  the  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  District,  whose  pay  was  in¬ 
creased,  will  be  drawing  higher  salaries 
than  their  chiefs;  and  this  comes  about 
as  a  result  of  the  pay  increase  bill  which 
was  passed  through  the  House  with 
practically  no  explanation.  I  hope  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  are  at  last  aware  that 
so-called  pay  increase  bill  also  increased 
congressional  retirement  and  that  those 
who  voted  for  it  voted  to  increase  con¬ 
gressional'  retirement. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  I  thank  him  for  his  comments, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
for  yielding  me  this  time. 

PUBLIC  WORKS  ■] 

BILL,  196^ 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the  res¬ 
olution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection  the  Chair  appoints  the  follow¬ 
ing  confereees:  Messrs.  Davis  of  Ten¬ 
nessee,  Jones  of  Alabama,  Blatnik,  Cra¬ 
mer,  and  Baldwin. 

There  was  no  objection. 


TEACHERS’  SALARY  INCREASE. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  <S.  1447)  to 
amend  the  District  of  Columbia  Teach¬ 
ers’  Salary  Act  of  1955,  as  amended,  and 
to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of  annu¬ 
ities  paid  from  the  District  of  Columbia 
teachers’  retirement  and  annuity  fund, 
with  House  amendments  thereto  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  if  this  bill  is  taken  to 
conference  as  the  gentleman  is  asking  be 
done,  I  assume  there  will  be  no  effort 
made  to  attach  a  pay  increase  for  certain 
District  officials  who  now  find  themselves 
on  the  lower  end  of  the  totem  pole  as 
compared  with  the  pay  increase  that  was 
voted  the  other  day  for  some  of  the 
“Indians,”  otherwise  employees  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  would  like  to  state  those  offi¬ 
cials  you  referred  to  will  be  considered 
in  another  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  the  gentleman  will 
resist  any  attempt  to  increase  the  pay  of 
any  officials  of  the  District  government 
through  the  medium  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  That  is  correct.  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I 
agree  thoroughly  with  him  that  we 
should  never  have  increased  the  salaries 
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of  clerks  in  the  District  higher  than  that 
of  the  District  Commissioners. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  further  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
would  the  gentleman  briefly  explain  what 
the  bill  is  and  the  House  amendment? 
The  two  are  compatible?  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  germane? 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Yes.  The  Senate 
passed  a  salary  increase  bill  with  the 
amount  of  14  percent.  The  House  figure 
was  10.1  percent.  The  House  left  out 
some  of  the  principals  and  the  Superin¬ 
tendent. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  In  other 
words,  it  is  a  matter  germane  to  the  bill 
the  House  passed. 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Yes. 

The  SPEAEtER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina? 

The  Chair  hears  none  and  appoints  the 
following  conferees:  Messrs.  Dowdy, 
Whitener,  Huddleston,  Broyhill,  and 
Harsha. 


STATE,  JUSTICE,  AND  COMMERCE, 

THE  JUDICIARY,  AND  RELATED 

AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL, 

1963 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
12580)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Departments  of  State,  Justice,  and  Com¬ 
merce,  the  judiciary,  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mi’.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  assume  the  gentle¬ 
man  proposes  to  take  ample  time  to  ex¬ 
plain  this  conference  report? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  do,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  October 
8,  1962.) 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  as  now  before  the 
House  for  consideration  contains-  a  total 
of  $2,025,895,700  in  direct  appropriations. 
It  is  $124,680,000  higher,  including  $100 
million  to  enable  the  President  to  provide 
a  loan  to  the  United  Nations,  than  the 
amount  as  it  was  passed  by  the  House. 
However,  I  should  explain  that  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  this  $100  million,  a  total  of  $19,- 
070,000  in  additional  budget  estimates 
were  also  considered  by  the  other  body. 
It  is  now  $10,913,000  below  the  amount 
of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  other  body. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  on  July  20,  1962,  was 
$102,962,300  below  the  total  amount  of 
the  budget  estimates  presented  to  the 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations.  As 
it  passed  the  other  body  it  was  $86,- 
439,300  below  the  total  amount  of  the 
budget  estimates. 
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It  is  presently  and  as  now  before  this 
body  for  approval  $97,352,300  below  the 
total  budget  estimates  for  the  fiscal  year 
1963. 

The  conferees  feel  that  there  is  suf¬ 
ficient  money  included  in  this  bill  even 
with  this  cut  of  $97,352,300  for  the  agen¬ 
cies  and  departments  concerned  to  carry 


on  in  proper  and  ample  fashion  during 
the  present  fiscal  year. 

I  should  add  that  the  pending  bill  also 
includes  a  total  of  $3,251,200,000  for  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  be  derived 
from  the  highway  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
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insert  a  table  indicating  the  action  of 
the  conferees  with  regard  to  the  various 
items  carried  in  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  matter  referred  to  follows: 


Item 

Budget 

estimates 

Passed  House 

Passed  Senate 

Conference 

action 

Conference  action  compared  with— 

Budget 

estimate 

House 

Senate 

Department  of  State -  -  - 

Department  of  Justice _ _ 

Department  of  Commerce _ _ _ 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads  (highway  trust  fund) . — 

$435, 004, 000 
309, 300, 000 

I  830,  099,  000 
(3, 250,  .500, 000) 
62. 735, 000 
1,5.50,000 
995,000 
2,  900, 000 
700,  000 
306,  000,  000 
395, 000 
2, 950,  000 
6,  500, 000 
158, 060,  000 

$283, 480, 000 
305,  727, 000 
781,695,000 
(3,251,200, 000) 
00, 270,  700 
1,. 523, 000 
9.50, 000 
2, 100, 000 
700, 000 
305,  750, 000 
395, 000 
2,  900.  000 
6,  .500,  000 
149, 225, 000 

$400, 047,  OOO 
306, 077,  000 
800,  447, 000 
(3, 251, 200, 000) 
61,  ,570,700 
1,. 523, 000 
950, 000 
2,  700, 000 
700,000 
305,  750,  000 
395,  000 
2.  950,  000 
6,  500, 000 
146,  ,599, 000 

$390, 185, 000 
306,  677,  000 
793, 670,  000 
(3, 2.51,000,000 
61,570,700 
1,. 523,  000 
950,000 
2, 300, 000 
700,000 
305,  750, 000 
395, 000 
2, 950, 000 
6,  500,  000 
146, 725, 000 

-$38. 879,000 
-2, 623, 000 
-42.  429,000 
(-1.300,  000) 
-1,164,300 
-27,  000 
-4.5,000 
-600,  000 

+$112,  705,  OCO 
+9.50, 000 
+11,975,000 

+1,300,000 

-$3,862,000 

-6,777,000 

American  Battle  Monuments  Commission . 

Federal  Maritime  Commission _ 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission _ _ _ 

+200, 000 

—400, 000 

Small  Business  Administration _ _ _ _ 

-250,  000 

Subversive  Activities  Control  Board.. _ _ _ 

Tariff  Commission _ - _ _ 

+50,000 

U.S.  Arras  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency _ 

U.S.  Information  Agency _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

-11,335,000 

-2, 500, 000 

+  126,000 

1  2, 123,  248, 000 

1,  901,  215,  700 

2,  036,  808,  700 

2, 025,  895,  700 

-97.  352,  300 

+  124,680,000 

-10,913,000 

1  Includes  $115,480,000  adjustment  for  borrowing  authority  replaced  in  bill  by  appropriations. 


Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  see  in  the 
bill  amendment  12  concerning  some 
language  relating  to  a  new  prison  psy¬ 
chiatric  institution  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be 
permitted  to  revise  and  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  letter  addressed  to 
the  Honorable  Robert  Kennedy,  Attorney 
General. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not  object, 
I  wonder  if  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  has  yet  learned  what  Gen¬ 
eral  Walker  was  doing  a  week  ago  Sun¬ 
day  night  on  the  campus  of  Ole  Miss? 

Mr.  ALGER.  The  gentleman  thinks 
he  knows  and  reminds  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  as  he  did  last  week,  when 
the  same  question  was  asked,  this  is  for 
the  court  to  decide. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Alger]?  • 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  several 
occasions  last  week  I  took  the  floor  of  the 
House  to  point  out  the  dangers  to  the 
civil  rights  of  all  our  people  in  the  pro¬ 
cedures  which  were  being  followed  in 
denying  equality  under  the  law  to  Gen. 
Edwin  Walker.  We  are  all  happy,  I  am 
sure,  that  the  mistakes  that  were  being 
made  in  the  General  Walker  case  have 
been  somewhat  corrected  by  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  bond  asked  for  his  release, 
although  $50,000  is  still  an  unreasonable 
and  unjustified  figure,  and  in  allowing 
General  Walker  to  make  the  bond  and 
be  released  pending  a  trial. 

Unfortunately,  we  cannot  allow  the 
matter  to  end  here.  There  are  several 
questions  involved  in  the  arrest  and  sub¬ 
sequent  events  in  the  General  Walker 
case  which  demand  answers.  It  is  vital 
that  Congress  and  the  American  people 


have  a  complete  explanation  from  the 
Attorney  General  as  to  the  part  played 
in  this  tragic  affair  by  a  Government 
psychiatrist.  Dr.  Charles  Smith.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  news  media.  Dr.  Smith 
made  a  professional  decision  that  Gen¬ 
eral  Walker  should  undergo  a  mental 
test  on  the  basis  of  press  reports  and  an 
examination  of  General  Walker’s  medi¬ 
cal  record.  If  this  is  true,  it  is  astound¬ 
ing  that  such  a  procedure  could  take 
place  in  the  United  States  or  that  it 
could  be  condoned  by  the  Justice  De¬ 
partment.  I  think  Congress  has  a  right 
to  know  the  identity  of  Dr.  Charles 
Smith,  his  role  in  our  Government,  his 
professional  background  and  ability,  and 
upon  what  grounds,  moral  or  legal,  he 
could  make  the  decision  he  did,  upon  the 
evidence  reported.  I  think  the  Congress 
must  know  what  medical  record  he  con¬ 
sulted  and  how  he  obtained  access  to  it. 

In  this  connection  I  have  asked  the 
Attorney  General  for  a  full  report  and 
an  investigation  of  the  methods  em¬ 
ployed  by  Dr.  Charles  Smith.  Also,  by 
what  right  legally,  James  Bennett, 
prison  head,  transferred  Gen.  Walker  to 
the  Missouri  Mental  Hospital.  If  the 
Department  of  Justice  is  unable  to  un¬ 
dertake  such  an  investigation  and  to 
furnish  Congress  with  a  proper  report,  I 
shall  ask  that  the  invesigation  be  made 
by  a  duly  constituted  congressional  com¬ 
mittee.  I  include  my  letter  to  the  At¬ 
torney  General  herewith: 

October  10,  1962. 
The  Honorable  Robert  Kennedy, 

Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
Department  of  Justice,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Attorney  General:  Although 
Gen.  Edwin  Walker  has  now  been  released 
on  bond  and  the  case  has  been  redirected 
to  proper  legal  procedures,  there  are  several 
questions  involved  in  his  arrest  that  demand 
an  answer.  As  I  explained  to  you  on  the 
telephone  last  week  and,  as  I  repeated  on 
the  floor  of  the  House,  during  my  discussion 
of  General  Walker’s  arrest,  I  atn  concerned 
only  with  the  protection  of  every  Arrierican 
citizen  against  illegal  arrest  or  prosecution. 
If  we  are  to  remain  a  free  nation  there  must 


be  equality  under  the  law  for  all  our  citizens, 
those  with  whom  we  disagree  as  well  as 
those  whose  cause  we  support. 

There  are  some  grave  questions  which 
have  come  up  with  the  arrest  and  subse¬ 
quent  events  in  the  case  of  General  Walker. 
I  think  Congress  has  a  right  to  know  and 
I  think  the  American  people  have  a  right  to 
know  your  position  on  two  matters  in  this 
connection. 

First,  under  what  legal  procedures  and  by 
what  authority  did  the  Director  of  Federal 
Prisons,  James  Bennett,  order  the  removal 
of  General  Walker  from  Mississippi  to  the 
Federal  Prison  at  Springfield,  Mo.? 

Second,  under  what  legal  authority  did 
the  Government  psychiatrist.  Dr.  Charles 
Smith,  order  General  Walker  held  for  ex¬ 
amination?  Prom  the  newspaper  accounts 
we  are  informed  that  Dr.  Smith  made  this 
decision  based  upon  press  reports  and  an 
examination  of  General  Walker's  medical 
record.  This  action  upon  the  part  of  Dr. 
Smith  is  the  most  frightening  asfyect  of  this 
whole  sorry  procedure.  How  can  any 
reputable  man  of  medicine  or  any  responsi¬ 
ble  Government  official  make  a  judgment 
of  such  a  nature  on  such  evidence?  If  this 
can  be  done  with  the  approval  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  no  person  in  this  Na¬ 
tion  is  safe  from  the  violation  of  his  civil 
rights. 

Mr.  Attorney  General,  I  believe  that  a  full 
report  on  Dr.  Smith’s  unwarranted  action 
must  be  given  to  Congress  and  I  propose 
that  a  full  and  complete  Investigation  of  the 
methods  employed  by  this  man  be  insti¬ 
tuted  at  once.  If  the  Department  of  Justice 
feels  it  is  unable  to  undertake  such  an  in¬ 
vestigation,  it  will  be  my  purpose  to  ask 
that  it  be  done  by  the  Congress. 

I  hope  you  will  agree  to  the  necessity  of 
a  prompt  reply. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Bruce  Alger. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  [Mrs. 
Bolton]. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want¬ 
ed  to  ask  whether  the  gentleman  could 
give  me  the  amount  of  money  for  de¬ 
velopment  grants  and  development  loans 
applicable  to  Africa. 
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.the  wishes  of  the  American  people.  An 
^^ample  was  the  proposal  for  the  with- 
nWding  of  taxes  on  interest  and  divi¬ 
dend-  Consequently,  the  tax  bill  was 
in  l»ge  measure  rejected  by  the  Con- 
gress.^nd  the  Nation  is  still  without 
much-needed  tax  reform.  New  proposals 
to  revise\ur  tax  laws  are  now  promised 
for  next  J^^uary.  I  hope  the  bill  will 
be  responsivK^to  the  desires  of  Americans 
and  will  be  a  sensible,  reasoned  proposal 
capable  of  invigorating  growth  in  our 
economy. 

I  have  long  adv^ated  a  general  re¬ 
vision  of  the  Intern^Revenue  Code  with 
emphasis  on  such  ov^due  reforms  as  a 
new  schedule  of  realmic  depreciation 
rates.  The  1962  tax  biliVas  written  be¬ 
hind  closed  committee  dooiss  after  a  year 
of  study  and  debate.  It  presented 
to  the  House  of  Represei^tives  on 
March  29th  but  no  amendm^ts  were 
permitted  during  the  final  deb^.  In¬ 
dividual  Members  of  Congress  li^  my¬ 
self  had  no  chance  to  improve  thXbill 
by  changes  based  on  their  experieime 
or  special  skill  and  knowledge  of  tax  la\. 
I,  therefore,  voted  against  that  bill  be^ 
cause  its  effect  was  to  discriminate 
against  every  taxpayer  in  the  United 
States.  Instead  of  closing  some  alleged 
tax  loopholes  it,  would  have  created  cer¬ 
tain  special  tax  privileges. 

The  1962  tax  legislation  that  finally 
emerged  from  Congress  was  a  watered 
down  version  of  the  original  proposals. 
In  my  opinion  neither  the  original  nor 
final  version  of  the  bill  adequately  met 
the  new  demands  occasioned  by  our  con¬ 
temporary  economic  structure. 

Depreciation  allowances:  The  admin¬ 
istration  in  1962  took  executive  action  to 
liberalize  depreciation  allowances.  I 
have  long  advocated  the  tax  reform,  but 
feel  that  the  responsibiUty  for  establish¬ 
ing  meaningful  rules  in  this  vital  area 
belongs  to  the  Congress.  It  should  not  be 
left  to  the  whims  of  executive  edict  as 
in  the  past.  I  personally  favor  much 
more  liberal  depreciation  allowances 
than  those  granted  by  the  administra¬ 
tion.  The  Congress  must  also  approve 
other  programs  of  reform.  It  must  be 
prepared  to  make  up  for  the  deficiencies 
of  the  Executive  in  the  area  of  economi^ 
policy.  / 

Increase  in  national  debt:  On  June/i4, 
1962,  the  House  approved  an  incres^  in 
the  amount  of  bonded  indebtedr^ss  to 
$308  billion,  a  new  record  for  th^ coun¬ 
try.  I  voted  against  raising /uie  debt 
limit  to  this  figure.  On  two  previous 
occasions  in  the  87th  Confess  I  voted 
to  raise  the  temporai-y  <3mt  Umit,  first 
from  $293  to  $298  billiofi^  and  later  to 
$300  billion.  I  had  vo^d  for  additional 
militaiT  items  that  required  by  the 
Berlin  crisis  as  welDas  for  other  military 
expenditures.  these  reasons  I  felt 
the  increases  t^be  justified  and  that 
the  only  respoj^ible  thing  to  do  was  to 
vote  to  auth^ize  the  sale  of  bonds  to 
pay  the  bill/  ^ 

In  votiii^on  the  latest  increase,  I  felt 
different/  When  the  President  came 
back  fqir  an  additional  $8  billion  author¬ 
ity  I pflt  that  we  were  reaching  a  danger 
poinjir  at  which  the  brakes  must  be  ap- 
pli/.  We  are  reaching  a  saturation 
noint  as  far  as  the  bonded  indebtedness 


is  concerned.  Unless  the  people  of  this 
country  are  alert  to  the  danger  inherent 
in  the  rapid  growth  of  the  national  debt, 
we  are  in  for  serious  fiscal  troubles.  For 
these  reasons  I  voted  to  Umit  the  increase 
to  $306  biUion  and  when  that  motion 
failed,  I  voted  against  the  increase  to 
$308  bilUon. 

ECONOMIC  LAG  AND  COUNTERACTION 

Unemployment:  In  my  circuit  riding 
trips  through  the  Sixth  District  I  have 
been  saddened  by  talking  with  families 
which  have  separated  because  of  the 
harsh  necessity  of  the  husband  and 
father  having  to  look  elsewhere  for  work. 
Some  families  are  buying  groceries  only 
through  the  industry  and  courage  of 
wives  who  have  turned  the  living  room 
into  a  home  workshop. 

Unemployment  figures  in  the  Sixth 
District  during  the  past  three  winters 
compared  to  the  national  average  are  as 
follows: 


[IH  percent] 


Feb¬ 

ruary 

1962 

March 

1961 

March 
1960  j 

H^erstown  labor  market 

13.1 

13.6 

/ 13.2 

Cui^i^rland  labor  market 

10.5 

10./ 

10.4 

N  atiouSVaverage _ 

6.46 

/7 

5.56 

I  haveVepeatedly  called  ym  the  Area 
RedeveloprSaent  Administimion  and  the 
Small  Busin^ss  Adminlst/tion  for  help. 
I  have  continued  to  vfonh  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration  tc^^cura^efense  contracts 
for  Maryland  inous/y.  I  have  person¬ 
ally  solicited  sumfort  for  a  Western 
Maryland  Economi^Council  to  help  co¬ 
ordinate  aU  th/e  efforts.  I  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  Ar/Redevenmment  Act,  pop¬ 
ularly  know/ as  the  dei^ssed  area  bill, 
with  its  c/comitant  proII^se  of  assist¬ 
ance  to/)ur  economicaU^  depressed 
areas  /  western  Maryland.^VIost  re¬ 
cently/  supported  the  adminiWation’s 
Pub/^  Works  Acceleration  and  \toordi- 
na/n  Act  which  will  provide  su^an- 
t/  assistance  to  areas  with  chroniu^n- 
/nployment  and  depressed  econoimc 
'conditions.  It  is  good  to  be  able  to  r^ 
port  that  these  efforts  are  achieving  posi¬ 
tive  and  substantial  results.  The  latest 
unemployment  figures  show  that  the 
rate  for  the  Cumberland  labor  market 
area  has  fallen  to  6.3  percent,  and  the 
rate  in  Hagerstown  area  is  now  at  5  per¬ 
cent,  its  lowest  figure  for  many  years. 
Incidentally  the  Hagerstown  rate  is  now 
below  the  national  average  of  5.8  per¬ 
cent. 

Area  redevelopment:  For  30  years  the 
western  counties  of  the  sixth  district 
have  suffered  from  fluctuations  in  em¬ 
ployment  and  industry.  A  purposeful 
effort  is  being  made  to  find  both  short- 
and  long-range  solutions  to  this  prob¬ 
lem.  I  organized  an  economic  confer¬ 
ence  for  western  Maryland  and  I  support 
plans  for  a  permanent  economic  council 
to  coordinate  redevelopment  throughout 
the  district. 

New  and  expanded  industry  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  relieve  our  plight.  The  possibility 
of  tourism  as  a  new  source  of  jobs  should 
be  emphasized.  The  sixth  district  has 


the  setting  for  it :  Mountain  scenery,  wild 
woodlands,  rivers,  and  lakes;  and  ppmc- 
imity  to  the  metropolitan  areas  or  the 
East.  / 

I  voted  for  the  area  develor/ent,  or 
depressed  areas,  bill  which  pr/des  $394 
millions  to  commimities  (/ssified  as 
areas  of  substantial  and  ^‘sistent  un¬ 
employment.  Hagerstowrr  and  Cumber¬ 
land  should  benefit  um/  this  act. 

Public  works  bill:/oth  Houses  of 
Congress  approved  the  $900  million  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Coordina/>n  and  Acceleration 
Act.  As  long  as /ousands  of  people  in 
western  Marylanra  are  unemployed  and 
imderemploye/  no  valid  opportunity  to 
create  jobs  s/uld  be  denied  them.  For 
this  reason/t  seemed  essential  to  me  to 
join  witlyahe  other  Appalachian  area 
Congres/ien  of  both  parties  in  support¬ 
ing  th/bill.  The  Presidential  power  to 
turn/ie  program  off  and  on  at  will  was 
del/d  and,  the  funds  must  be  expended 
iiyaepressed  areas. 

/it  is  a  matter  of  regret  that  in  our  own 
/Sixth  Congressional  District  we  have  had 
three  such  areas.  It  is  my  intention  to 
work  with  the  agencies  involved  to  see 
that  some  of  the  funds  provided  imder 
this  public  works  bill  will  be  expended  in 
our  district  where  help  is  desperately 
needed.  Unemployment  there  has  been 
a  persistent  problem  for  a  number  of 
years  and  has  been  acute  during  the  past 
several  winters. 

EDUCATION 

Education  bill,  1961:  Congressional 
consideration  of  the  1961  education  bill 
was  frought  with  discussion  over  Gov¬ 
ernment  assistance  to  private  schools 
and  administration  parliamentary  ma¬ 
neuvering.  Events  in  the  House  saw  the 
President’s  education  bill  abandoned  in 
the  Rules  Committee  and  hurriedly  su¬ 
perseded  by  another  sponsored  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  Chairman 
Adam  Clayton  Powell.  Copies  of  this 
compromise  bill  were  only  made  available 
to  Members  of  the  House  late  on  a  Tues¬ 
day  afternoon  with  action  called  for  in 
the  House  the  next  day  imder  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  procedure  known  as  Calendar 
Wednesday.  In  other  words,  less  than 
24  hours  was  provided  to  read  and  study 
S0e  proposed  alternate  education  bill  of 
N^l,  and  to  seek  necessary  answers  to 
p^inent  questions  concerning  this  bill. 

I  \pted  against  granting  the  request 
of  Cl^rman  Powell  for  bobtailed  de¬ 
bate  and  abbreviated  consideration  on 
Calendan^ednesday.  It  was  with  the 
hope  of  mHre  responsible  committee  be¬ 
havior  thanVthis  that  I  voted  last  year 
to  enlarge  thk  House  Rules  Committee. 
The  intention  ^that  action  was  to  pro¬ 
mote  a  full,  coimructive  flow  of  ideas 
and  proposals  from  the  committee  to 
the  entire  House.  \ 

Impacted  area  assi^ance:  I  have  al¬ 
ways  supported  the  vi^  that  some  as¬ 
sistance  for  local  educatW  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  both  a^ropriate  and 
necessary.  One  of  the  firstVlls  I  intro¬ 
duced  in  Congress  providesS.for  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  time  tested  aiui  equita¬ 
ble  impacted  area  program  by  which  the 
Federal  Government  has  assiste^local 
school  boards  in  meeting  increased  edu¬ 
cational  expenditures  which  arise  ^a 
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dli^ect  result  of  Federal  activities  within 
thie-county.  This  legislation  was  enacted 
In  ld«l. 

Aid^  teachers  of  the  deaf :  I  cospon¬ 
sored  legislation  to  establish  a  Federal 
program  Ji^the  training  of  teachers  for 
the  deaf,  l^he  bill  establishes  a  10 -year 
program  foK  providing  funds  to  train 
teachers  and^  provide  additional  per¬ 
sons  to  train  thWteachers  in  institutions 
of  higher  learning  This  bill  is  now  law. 

College  tuition  income-tax  deduction; 
In  order  to  alleviatXthe  economic  bur¬ 
den  on  those  currentlVjjaying  the  rising 
cost  of  higher  educatrto,  I  introduced 
legislation  to  allow  ai^ndividual  an 
itemized  deduction  for  the  amoxuit  of 
tuition  paid  to  a  college,  minversity,  or 
other  institution  of  higher  leaSning.  The 
maximum  deduction  would  be  ^00,  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  limitation  of  education^ bene¬ 
fits  paid  by  the  Federal  C3k>vernme^  un¬ 
der  present  laws.  I  believe  that\t  is 
proper  and  necessary  to  extend  dednP- 
tions  to  those  individuals  paying  tuiti^ 
to  institutions  as  well  as  to  continue  cur  ' 
rently  authorized  deductions  for  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  same  academic  institu¬ 
tions.  Unfortimately  consideration  of 
this  and  similar  measures  was  postponed 
xmtil  next  year. 

Higher  education  bill  1962:  The  fail¬ 
ure  to  enact  an  education  bill  for  the  col¬ 
lege  and  university  level  in  the  87th 
Congress  borders  on  national  tragedy. 
Due  in  great  measure  to  a  lack  of  force¬ 
ful  leadership,  much  needed  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  for  higher  education  was  either 
abandoned  or  disapproved.  I  voted  for 
this  Federal  assistance  to  higher  educa¬ 
tion,  but  the  measure  was  defeated.  De¬ 
feat  of  the  college  aid  bill  reflects  a 
tragic  disregard  of  the  evident  needs  of 
our  American  system  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion.  Inaction  of  Congress  deprives 
American  youth  of  necessary  new  college 
facilities  and  tuition  assistance.  Al¬ 
though  while  America’s  youth  may  be 
the  first  to  suffer  because  of  congres¬ 
sional  failure,  the  Nation  is  the  ultimate 
loser. 

General  aid  to  education:  No  bill  to 
provide  general  Federal  aid  to  elemen¬ 
tary  and  secondary  schools  came  to  a 
vote  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
during  the  entire  87th  Congress. 

JXTDGESHIPS  . 

We  think  of  a  day  in  coiul;  as  a  rigbre 
which  every  American  can  demand  wtten 
he  needs  it.  This  right  has  beeiyvir- 
tually  denied  as  a  result  of  politipal  de¬ 
lays  in  creating  new  Federal  ju^eships 
to  carry  the  workload  in  the  ^urts.  I 
vot^fi  to  authorize  the  appoii^rment  of  73 
new  judges.  It  is  to  be  honM  that  abil¬ 
ity  and  integrity,  not  politics,  will  be  the 
major  criteria  in  the  sjnection  of  new 
judges.  / 

MINIMUI^^AGE 

The  central  o.ues^n  in  minmum  wage 
legislation  was  run  money,  since  both 
sides  agreed  in  ^bate  on  identical  wage 
increase  propc^ls.  The  difference  lay 
in  the  legal^^proach:  whether  or  not 
to  adhere  t^he  constitutional  principles 
govemine/interstate  commerce.  I  felt 
that  wejmould  do  so,  and  was  therefore 
unable^  vote  for  the  bill  approved  by 
the  majority. 


SOCIAL  SECUEITY  BENEFITS 

The  1961  bill  provided  for  increases  in 
minimum  retirement  benefits  for  retired 
workers  and  widows  of  covered  workers; 
optional  retirement  for  men  at  age  62  as 
well  as  women,  at  proportionately  re¬ 
duced  benefits;  and  a  slight  increase  in 
the  $1,200  outside  earning  limitation.  I 
voted  for  this  legislation  and  for  similar 
extension  of  railroad  retirement  bene¬ 
fits. 

HOUSING 

I  voted  against  the  administration’s 
$4.9  billion  housing  biU  in  the  first  ses¬ 
sion.  I  was  disturbed  by  such  items  as 
the  increase  in  the  President’s  request 
for  a  facilities  program  which  was  raised 
from  $50  to  $500  million  only  a  matter 
of  days  after  the  President  had  come 
personally  to  the  Congress  to  seek  a  cur¬ 
tailment  in  and  to  specifically  ask  Con¬ 
gress  not  to  enact  bills  that  increased  his 
spending  requests.  In  rural  housing,  as 
an  example  of  what  happened,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  had  requested  an  extension  of  an 
unexpended  balance  of  $207  million. 
S^is  figure  was  doubled  by  the  House 
committee  to  $407  million.  Exaggera- 
tio\^of  this  sort  was  out  of  line  with  the 
neeol^of  the  country.  We  must  asses^ 
the  urgent  needs  in  housing  in  the 
of  oiu-^avy  but  necessary  defense  Jfe- 
penditur^  I  voted  for  extension  the 
current  h^ing  program  for  a  ye^ at  a 
cost  of  $1.1  pillion.  y 


I  have  introdu^jed  legislation  in  various 
fields  including  biHs  to:  peiifftit  withhold¬ 
ing  of  State  income  ta^^rom  Federal 
payrolls  as  a  convenmnc^ to  Govei'nment 
employees;  exempt  Gmmrnment  employ¬ 
ees  front  the  prohibi^nW  the  Hatch  Act 
in  municipal  and  onunt^^lections;  ex¬ 
tend  the  benefits ^  the  lam^ry  Services 
Act  to  areas  either  lacking  p^lic  librar¬ 
ies  or  with  in^equate  libraryVJ acilities ; 
provide  an  ^crease  in  the  series  of 
teachers  the  District  of  Compbia; 
and  imp^e  firefighting  services  rn  the 
Washington  metropolitan  area.  \ 


OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 
AUTHORIZAHON  BILL 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  now  that 
the  omnibus  public  works  bill  is  being 
taken  to  conference,  I  should  like  to  call 
to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  the 
importance  of  standing  fast  against  Sen¬ 
ate  attempts  to  create  voluminous  alter¬ 
ations  in  our  version  of  the  bUl.  Per¬ 
haps  I  am  being  luifair  in  presupposing 
the  attitude  of  our  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  Capitol  with  respect  to  H.R. 
13273,  yet  failure  of  that  body  to  recall 
the  bill  for  adoption  over  the  past  sev¬ 
eral  days  would  indicate  a  measure  of 
controversy  for  the  conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  question 
about  the  importance  of  om  getting  away 
from  Washington  as  quickly  as  possible. 
While  personal  appearances  in  our  con¬ 
stituencies  cannot  take  precedence  over 
emergency  work  that  needs  to  be  done 
here  in  the  Capitol,  voters  rightfully  ex¬ 
pect  us  to  make  every  attempt  to  get 


back  as  quickly  as  possible  so  that  we 
may  report  to  them  on  a  personal  basis 
and  answer  any  last  minute  questions 
that  may  arise.  I  regret  that  we  have 
been  held  here  into  the  month  of  Octo¬ 
ber.  I  think  many  unnecessary  delays 
took  place  almost  from  the  time  that 
the  second  session  convened  last  Janu¬ 
ary.  Now  we  have  less  than  1  month 
until  election  day,  yet  we  cannot  afford 
to  be  less  conscientious  in  our  sworn  du¬ 
ties  than  if  the  session  were  just  begin¬ 
ning. 

I  have  extreme  confidence  in  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentlemen  serving  on  the  con-, 
ference  on  the  omnibus  public  works  bill. 
If,  however,  the  Senate  remains  adamant 
in  its  proposal  to  keep  its  many  unwise 
and  unnecessary  projects  that  it  added 
to  H.R.  13273  l£ist  week,  then  we  must 
pledge  oui’selves  to  see  this  battle  through 
regardless  of  how  much  longer  we  must 
remain  on  duty.  I  was  deeply  gratified  at 
the  impressive  House  vote  to  delete  the 
proposed  Bums  Creek  Reservoir  and 
power  project  from  the  bill.  The  at¬ 
tempt  to  sneak  this  Snake  River  project 
through  Congress  in  this  manner  after  it 
had  been  rejected  by  a  standing  commit¬ 
tee  was  an  affront  to  recognized  congres¬ 
sional  proceditre.  This  action  by  the  87th 
Congress  will  serve  as  a  rallying  force  on 
the  side  of  good  government  if  and  when 
similar  tactics  are  attempted  in  the  years 
to  come.  For  us  to  have  voted  otherwise 
would  have  set  a  dangerous  precedent 
from  which  legislative  confusion  and 
chaos  would  emerge  and  spawn  at  the 
expense  of  the  Nation’s  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me 
to  reiterate  the  many  bad  features  of 
the  Burns  Creek  project.  I  have  studied 
every  facet  of  it  and  I  have  reported  time 
and  again  that  Congress  would  be  grossly 
derelict  in  its  responsibilities  if  it  were 
to  endorse  this  wasteful,  undesirable,  and 
unnecessary  proposal.  Our  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  has  had  5  long 
years  to  study  Burns  Creek,  and  we  have 
had  a  parade  of  witnesses  from  both 
.sides.  We  have  found  no  excuse  what- 
■  soever  for  accepting  the  plan  to  spend 
$48  million  on  a  project  which  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  reclamation  but  is  pri¬ 
marily  a  power  project — and  a  most  un¬ 
economic  and  highly  unfeasible  one  at 
that. 

Bums  Creek  is  probably  the  most  out¬ 
standing  example — save  for  the  Hanford 
reactor  project — of  the  designs  and  as¬ 
pirations  of  the  public  power  crowd. 
Here  was  a  deliberate  attempt  to  inflict 
upon  the  taxpayers  a  costly  and  extrava¬ 
gant  proposal  that  admittedly  has  no 
value  other  than  in  the  production  of 
electric  power.  As  such,  its  principal 
effect  would  be  to  create  unemployment 
and  extend  economic  distress.  Oh,  by 
putting  $48  million — and  you  can  be 
sure  that  the  cost  would  skyrocket  before 
the  project  was  completed — ^into  this 
sort  of  thing,  you  can  get  a  lot  of  people 
into  temporary  jobs.  If  half  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  investment  were  to  be  spent  for 
wages  and  it  took  3  years  to  build  Bums 
Creek,  2,000  men  could  realize  an  income 
of  $4,000  each  for  that  period.  Then, 
after  the  last  hopper  of  cement  dried 
and  the  generators  were  ready  to  begin 
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whirring,  the  men  who  make  their  living 
without  Federal  subsidy  would  begin  to 
feel  the  pinch. 

The  Burns  Creek  project  was  designed 
with  a  capacity  of  90,000  kilowatts  and 
would  dilute  the  amount  of  coal  con¬ 
sumed  in  the  area  by  250,000  tons  per 
year,  thus  creating  a  loss  of  $275  mil¬ 
lion  in  mine  payroll  and  a  $100,000  an¬ 
nual  reduction  in  payment  to  the  United 
Mine  Workers  of  America  welfare  fimd. 
Burns  Creek  has  been  strongly  opposed 
by  both  the  United  Mine  Workers  of 
America  and  the  coal  industry,  as  have 
myriad  of  public  power  prajects  that  are 
coming  before  us  all  the  time. 

Bums  Creek  would  be  another  link  in 
the  national  power  network  that  has 
been  on  the  drawing  board  of  the  public 
power  group  for  many  years. 

Incidentally,  the  Senate  version  of  the 
public  works  omnibus  bill  contains  proj¬ 
ects  totaling  more  than  2,800,000  kilo¬ 
watts  of  installed  capacity — enough  to 
displace  almost  9  million  tons  of  coal 
annually.  The  total  cost  of  these  proj¬ 
ects  is  $1,350,700,000. 

Fortunately,  Congress  took  the  steps 
necessary  to  remove  from  consideration 
the  project  that  would  have  been  a  key  to 
all-out  realization  of  the  public  power 
program.  By  insisting  that  the  atomic 
energy  authorization  bill  be  amended  to 
preclude  the  Federal  Government  from 
assuming  any  liability  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  operation  of  the  atomic  generat¬ 
ing  plant  at  Hanford,  Wash.,  the  87th 
Congress  established  a  precedent  which 
we  hope  succeeding  Congresses  will  re¬ 
tain  and  apply  to  other  public  power 
proposals.  Parenthetically  I  remind  my 
colleagues  that  the  Hanford  project  was 
referred  to  by  the  United  Mine  Workers 
Jom’nal  as  “a  new  scheme  to  defraud 
the  taxpayers.”  Since,  however,  it  was 
agi’eed  to  permit  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  the  BormevUle  Power  Ad¬ 
ministration,  and  the  Washington  Public 
Power  Supply  System  to  enter  into  the 
negotiations  for  so-called  private  con¬ 
struction  of  a  generating  plant  at  Han¬ 
ford,  Congress  must  watch  closely  to  see 
that  its  will  is  not  circiunvented  through 
loans  from  such  agencies  as  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Corporation,  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
and/or  other  Federal  oflBces. 

Hanford  would  have  had  an  800,000 
kilowatt  capacity.  Add  these  and  the 
scores  of  other  public  power  projects  al¬ 
ready  in  existence  and  in  the  dream 
stage,  and  there  would  be  enough  elec¬ 
tricity  available  to  close  half  the  coal 
mines  in  the  United  States.  I  am  not 
exaggerating.  Down  at  the  Department 
of  Interior  you  will  find  a  map  on  which 
existing  and  projected  transmission  lines 
encircle  this  land  from  Washington  to 
California  to  Florida  and  Maine  and 
back  again,  with  interties  crossing  every 
single  region  of  the  country.  With  the 
sharp  increase  in  the  efficiency  of  long¬ 
distance  transmission  lines,  it  would  be 
possible  to  bring  electricity  from  hydro¬ 
electric  plants  and  atomic  energy  gener¬ 
ating  stations  right  into  the  very  heart 
of  the  coalfields.  Yesterday,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Holum  included 
this  statement  in  an  address  before  a 
cooperative  association  in  South  Dakota: 


A  five-man  task  force  has  completed  Its 
study  and  report  on  the  proposed  Pacific 
Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertle.  The 
technical  significance  of  the  report  itself  has 
been  extremely  noteworthy  because  it  estab-. 
lishes  that  d.c.  transmission  makes  possible* 
and  economic  the  transmission  of  energy 
between  points  1,000  and  2,000  miles  apart.' 
The  electric  load  in  Chicago  is  within  prac-| 
tlcal  transmission  distance  of  the  cheap  llg-j 
nite  fuels  in  the  Dakotas.  ' 

To  complete  this  analysis,  Mr.  Holum 
could  have  pointed  out  that  every  coal¬ 
consuming  center  in  the  United  States 
is  within  deliverable  distance  of  electric 
energy  from  hydro  projects.  Every  city 
and  community  in  Pennsylvania  is  within 
a  thousand  miles  of  the  hydroelectric 
plants  on  the  Niagara  River,  in  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley,  and  within  the  periphery 
of  the  Southeast  Power  Administration. 
If  Mr.  Holum  is  correct  in  stating  that 
economic  transmission  of  energy  is  now 
economic  over  distances  up  to  2,000  miles, 
then  Philadelphia  public  utility  coal 
markets  could  expect  to  be  offered  sub¬ 
sidized  service  from  waterpowered  gen¬ 
erating  stations  in  the  Missouri  River 
Basin  and  in  the  Fi-yingpan-Arkansas 
project  approved  by  this  Congress  this 
year. 

He,  incidentally,  mentioned,  in  the 
com’se  of  his  remarks,  some  of  the  super 
plans  which  his  Department  has  in  store 
in  the  way  of  creating  unemplSyment 
in  the  coalfields  through  hydroelectric 
projects.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
alone  undertook  construction  of  hydro¬ 
electric  plants  in  1962  that  will  have  a 
total  capacity  of  1,857,900  kilowatts.  As 
a  consequence,  the  coal  industry  will  lose 
about  6  million  tons  of  business,  with  a 
wage  loss  of  $12  million  to  miners.  For 
the  United  Mine  Workers  welfare  fund, 
this  tonnage  would  amount  to  $2,400,000. 
These  losses,  I  remind  you,  are  a  result 
of  Bureau  of  Reclamation  activities  ex¬ 
clusively.  They  do  not  include  Army 
Engineers  projects  or  the  Government- 
sponsored  atomic  energy  power  projects, 
all  of  which  serve  to  enhance  the  labor 
losses  brought  about  by  these  subsidized 
miner-displacement  programs.  If  the 
network  of  public  powerlines  were  ever 
to  become  a  reality,  today’s  conditions 
in  surplus  labor  areas  of  mining  States 
would  seem  ultra  prosperous  by  compari¬ 
son.  A  growing  number  of  coalminers 
would  join  the  queues  at  unemployment 
compensation  counters,  with  thousands 
of  railroaders  now  working  on  coal- 
caiTying  roads  standing  beside  them. 
The  depressing  economic  force  would  af¬ 
fect  railroad  shops,  local  business  houses, 
and  every  community  in  central  and 
western  Pennsylvania  as  well  as  in  afi 
other  coal  pi’oducing  States. 

I  am  confident  that  we  are  not  going 
to  peimit  Burns  Creek  to  be  restored  to 
the  omnibus  public  works  bill.  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  Members  of  Congress  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  rejected  this 
proposed  moniunent  to  waste  will  not 
change  their  position  merely  because  the 
public  power  gang  is  trying  to  catch  us  in 
a  vote-for-anything  mood  as  the  curtain 
is  lowered  on  the  87th  Congress.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  from  both  parties  who 
recognize  the  danger  that  Burns  Creek 
and  associated  projects  hold  for  the 


American  economic  and  social  order,  will 
have  no  more  of  Burns  Creek  or  anything 
else  that  resembles  it. 


CORRECmON  OF  REC^D 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker^n  October 
8,  1962,  at  page  21626  of  tne  Record,  I 
am  represented  as  referring  to  the  minor¬ 
ity  whip  of  the  other  Jrody.  It  should 
have  been  the  majorit^vhip  qf  the  other 
body.  I  ask  unanim^s  consent  that  the 
permanent  RECORq^e  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAICEft.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  o^he  gentleman  from  Iowa? 
There  wagmo  objection. 


JUTE  TO  HON.  BURR  P. 
HARRISON 

(Mr.  KIEOGH  asked  and  was  given  per- 
^ion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
Sint  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  KEOGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  this,  the 
87th  Congress,  draws  to  a  close  and  as  we 
pause  to  reflect  on  the  events  of  the  days 
just  passed,  I  cannot  fail  to  take  this 
means  of  expressing  my  deep  regret  that 
one  of  our  most  respected,  admired,  and 
beloved  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  is  retiring  after  completion 
of  this  session. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia,  Burr 
Powell  Harrison,  is  one  of  those  rare 
individuals  about  whom  one  can  truly 
say  that  “this  place  is  better  for  his  hav¬ 
ing  passed  this  way”  in  his  journey 
through  life.  In  him  are  combined  those 
qualities  of  greatness  which  are  given  to 
so  few  but  which  benefit  so  many.  He  is 
possessed  of  a  big  heart,  a  gentle  and 
modest  manner,  a  kind  and  generous  dis¬ 
position,  a  humility  and  respect  for  his 
fellow  man,  as  well  as  those  attributes  of 
sharpness  of  mind,  tenacity  of  purpose, 
and  soundness  of  judgment  found  only  in 
the  greatest  of  our  public  servants.  He 
is  at  once  a  historian  and  a  scholar,  a 
lawyer  and  a  judge,  a  legislator  and  a 
statesman.  He  has  been  my  friend  and 
will  continue  to  be,  I  hope,  for  many 
years. 

Burr  Harrison’s  public  record  in  this 
louse  will  stand  the  test  of  time  and 
rents.  All  of  us  who  have  had  the  priv- 
il0|^  and  honor  of  working  with  him 
knoW  that  his  positions  on  legislative  is¬ 
sues  ll^re  never  lightly  taken  nor  easily 
assailecL  In  his  service  here.  Burr  Har¬ 
rison  contributed  much  that  is 

great,  mU^  that  is  lasting,  and  much 
that  is  in  tHe  public  interest  of  his  State 
and  Nation.^^he  keenness  of  his  po¬ 
litical  instinct^is  well  known. 

Because  BuRR^DCCupied  the  seat  next 
to  me  in  the  Coimnittee  on  Ways  and 
Means  for  more  tlwto  a  decade,  I  speak 
with  some  experienced  I  know  the  force 
of  intellect,  the  backgSound  of  history, 
and  the  soundness  of  jua|ment  which  he 
has  brought  to  bear  on  Uie  great  issues 
of  the  day,  particularly  thos^vhich  have 
fallen  within  the  realm  of  tniB  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means,  such  ^  our  in¬ 
ternal  revenue  laws,  our  Feder^  social 
security  laws,  unemployment  con^nsa- 
tion,  tariffs,  reciprocal  trade,  highway 
financing  and  all  the  other  great  fi^al 
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sasures  handled  by  the  Committee  on 
W^s  and  Means. 

di^:  good  friend.  Burr,  has  never  hesi¬ 
tated  i^measure  swords  or  enter  the  lists 
against^iose  forces  or  causes  which  he 
thought  tti|be  wrong  in  principle  or  result 
and  he  ha^een  both  steadfast  in  sup¬ 
port  and  elolwient  in  his  oratory  in  ex¬ 
pressing  himself  in  behalf  of  those  things 
he  believed  to  b^ght. 

He  is  one  who  nils  with  honor,  dignity 
and  high  intelligent  the  seat  which  was 
filled  years  before  hirh  by  his  father.  His 
is  the  second  genera^n  of  service  in 
this  body  representing  ^e  same  district 
of  the  great  Commonwe^h  of  Virginia, 
and  one  can  truly  say  thaft^URR  Harri¬ 
son  is  wise  in  his  generati^  and  is  a 
public  servant  deserving  of  emulation  by 
those  who  follow  him. 

He  has  a  keen  good  humor  Xhd  an 
invariable  sparkle  in  his  eye.  Ak 
who  has  on  occasion  felt  the  razor  0(fee 
of  his  wit  and  his  lightning  mind,  I  S^^y 
that  this  quality  is  one  which  we  shal  ^ 
all  remember  well  and  which  we  shall' 
miss  from  day  to  day  after  he  leaves  this 
House  for  other  endeavors. 

I  know  I  speak  the  sentiments  of  every 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  when  I 
say  to  him  that  we  will  always  welcome 
him  and  we  hope  that  we  will  often  have 
the  benefit  of  your  advice  and  counsel 
during  the  months  and  years  to  come. 
As  he  returns  to  the  practice  of  law 
which  he  entered  in  1926,  and  from  which 
he  became  State’s  attorney.  State  sen¬ 
ator,  circuit  court  judge  and  then  Rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  Seventh  District  of 
Virginia,  we  all  express  to  him  our  regret 
that  he  has  concluded  voluntarily  and  for 
personal  reasons,  his  service  in  the 
House,  but  we  extend  to  him  sincere  best 
wishes  in  all  of  his  future  endeavors. 


PRESIDENT’S  POLITICAL  HA¬ 
RANGUES  WON’T  SOLVE  NATION’S 

PROBLEMS 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  this  past  weekend  President  Kennedy^ 
was  campaigning  in  Michigan  and  Mil 
nesota  for  the  election  of  a  Democr^ic 
Congress. 

I  was  amazed  and  disturbed /by  a 
newspaper  report  on  the  theme  vMch  the 
President  is  adopting  in  hi^npolltical 
speeches.  According  to  the  5^11  Street 
Journal  of  October  8 — 

Current  economic  problem/ either  are  laid 
at  the  door  of  the  Eisenhow)<r  administration 
or  blamed  on  obstruct!^  by  Republican 
Congressmen.  TJnempl^ment  may  be  high 
but  it’s  down  from  tl^fall  of  1960;  the  rate 
of  economic  growtl^s  bad  now,  but  has 
been  too  low  “for  tjK  past  5  years:’’  and  the 
economy  Is  operating  far  below  potential  be¬ 
cause  Congress^-on’t  enact  “the  kind  of 
program  whlch/vlll  make  It  possible  for  this 
very  rich  (^ntry  of  ours  to  fulfill  its 
promise. 

Ther^ are  two  things  in  particular 
abouty^is  report  which  I  find  disturb¬ 
ing. /in  the  first  place,  the  President’s 
as^tion  that  unemployment  is  down 
f^m  the  fall  of  1960  is  misleading,  to 


say  the  least.  In  September  1962,  the 
seasonally  adjusted,  rate  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  was  5.8  percent.  In  September  of 
1960,  the  rate  was  5.7  percent.  If  we 
look  at  the  actual  unadjusted  number  of 
imemployed  persons,  we  find  that  this 
September  there  were  over  3.5  million 
jobless  men  and  women,  w’hile  in  Sep¬ 
tember  of  1960  there  were  somewhat  less 
than  3.4  million.  In  other  words,  there 
are  about  125,000  more  people  unem¬ 
ployed  today  than  in  September  of  1960. 
In  effect;  the  imemployment  situation  is 
virtually  unchanged. 

But  there  is  one  big  difference  between 
September  1960  and  September  1962. 
Today — or  at  least  so  the  President  has 
repeatedly  said — we  are  riding  the  crest 
of  a  prosperity  wave.  By  contrast,  we 
were  on  the  way  down  the  business  cycle 
in  September  1960,  and  actually  hit  bot¬ 
tom  in  February  1961. 

In  other  words,  we  have  about  as  many 
imemployed  during  this  so-called  Ken¬ 
nedy  prosperity  as  we  did  approaching 
^the  bottom  of  the  1960-61  recession. 
Che  big  question  now  is  what  kind  of  an 
imemployment  rate  are  we  going  to  have 
in  ihe  next  recession,  which  some  econo;  ' 
mist^ow  say  is  only  months  away? 

Not^thstanding  the  President’s  >®,s- 
surance^f  the  progress  we  have  nurae,  I 
am  deeplW  disturbed  at  the  pro^ct  of 
an  unemplotment  rate  more  sejwe  than 
any  we  hav^eeen  since  the  e^y  1940’s. 
Clearly,  the  Asesident  has  mled  to  de¬ 
liver  on  his  campaign  prooEse  made  on 
October  15,  196(W  in  SJ^aron,  Pa.,  to 
“move  at  once  to  ^t  oyr  people  back  to 
work.” 

The  Wall  Street  Joflimal  also  reported 
that  President  Ke^ed^mow  blames  his 
economic  failurea/n  Cong^^ss,  which,  he 
says,  will  not  ei^t  “the  kind  of  program 
which  wiU  ma^  it  possible  Nf  this  very 
rich  country^  ours  to  fulfill  it^romise.” 

The  President  has  certainly  pulled  me 
and,  I  anr  sure,  many  other  Ani^icans 
by  his y^dden  about-face  on  wlmther 
this  lyK  been  a  productive  or  an  unNo- 
duc^e  Congress.  As  recently  as  Augi 
13ym  his  television  address  to  the  Nation> 
said: 

’This  Congress  lias  done  more  in  the  last  18 
’  months  to  combat  the  recession  and 
strengthen  the  economy  than  any  Congress 
since  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War. 

Which  is  it,  Mr.  President?  Is  your 
overwhelmingly  Democratic  Congress  a 
good  one,  which  persumably  does  not 
need  more  Democrats  to  carry  out  your 
programs?  Or,  is  your  overwhelmingly 
Democratic  Congress  a  bad  Congress,  in 
which  case  it  could  use  some  more  Re¬ 
publicans?  I  think  the  country  deserves 
a  clear  and  straightforward  answer. 

Instead  of  spending  his  time  belabor¬ 
ing  the  Republican  minority  for  the  fail¬ 
ures  of  his  Democratic  Congress,  the 
President  could  better  serve  the  country 
by  discussing  and  encouraging  debate 
on  his  program  to  get  this  country  mov¬ 
ing  again. 

In  the  area  of  employment  and  unem¬ 
ployment,  I  think  this  country  is  sadly 
behind  the  times  in  its  thinking.  We 
are  living  in  a  dynamic  and  technologi¬ 
cally  advancing  economy  in  which  mil¬ 
lions  of  jobs  are  becoming  obsolete  while 


millions  of  new  jobs  are  opening  up.^ 
There  are  about  as  many  jobs  goir 
begging  today  as  there  are  unemplo^i^d 
men  and  women. 

This  unemploimient  is  not  cau^  by 
inadequate  demand — as  the  P^ident 
and  his  advisers  maintain.  TT^eir  pre¬ 
scription  of  more  GovemmenVspending 
to  spur  demand  does  not  s^e  the  un¬ 
employment  problem,  but  it/uoes  hamper 
the  search  for  a  genuine  ^ution  and  re¬ 
sults  in  retarding  our  gnomic  growth. 

Our  task  is  to  upg^de  the  skills  of 
our  people  through  yvast  national  pub¬ 
lic-private  prograna  of  education  and 
training.  In  addi/ion,  we  must  improve 
our  economic  s^istics  and  try  to  iden¬ 
tify  job  vacancies  and  skill  needs.  Along 
with  this  w^hould  set  up  a  national 
clearinghou/re  which  will  make  this  in¬ 
formation/readily  available  to  the  job¬ 
seeker.  /we  should  also  make  certain 
chang^  in  our  tax  laws  and  in  our  un- 
emp  wment  insurance  system  which  will 
encourage  training  and  retraining  and 
^ter  voluntary  mobility  of  the  labor 
5rce. 

With  so  many  subjects  of  deep  impor¬ 
tance  to  our  people  to  discuss,  it  is  a  pity 
that  the  President  has  chosen  to  launch 
out  on  this  political  vendetta.  Political 
harangues,  after  all,  are  not  going  to  put 
the  unemployed  back  to  work  or  speed 
up  this  country’s  economic  growth. 


DEBT  MANAGEMENT 

(Mr.  CDR’TIS  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  CUR’ns  of  Missouri.  Mr. 
Speaker,  both  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  the  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 
mittee  held  hearings  in  July  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  or  not  we  should  have  a 
quickie  tax  cut  in  order  to  stimulate  our 
economy. 

I  asked  most  of  the  witnesses  with 
some  monotony  how  they  figured  that  a 
tax  cut  in  face  of  a  budget  already  out  of 
balance  would  stimulate  our  economy  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  any  tax  cut  would 
mediately  create  added  problems  in 
le  field  of  debt  management. 

^as  shocked  to  find  not  one  witness, 
everlk  Dr.  Heller,  the  chairman  of  the 
Presioent’s  Council  for  Economic  Ad¬ 
visers,  ^md  given  serious  consideration 
in  their  r^pared  statements  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  deni  management.  ’The  response 
of  the  witneijses  to  my  question  of  what 
debt  management  problems  would  be 
presented  andNttie  economic  impact  of 
solving  these  d^t  management  prob¬ 
lems  might  be,  was  clearly  a  matter  of 
momentary  improvrtog  and  not  the  re¬ 
sult  of  considered  t^J^king  and  judg¬ 
ment. 

Perhaps  it  is  only  the\jiembers  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  the 
Treasury  Department  who  Have  to  think 
of  how  we  are  to  market  oto  Federal 
bonds  when  we  spend  more  m^ey  than 
we  collect  in  taxes.  Maybe  tha^s  why 
so  many  people  are  willing  to  g^^ong 
with  the  President  in  treating  deficit  fi¬ 
nancing  and  further  Federal  debt  ak  a 
matter  of  little  consequence,  a  shiB 
boleth,  a  piece  of  outmoded  thinking. 
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HOUSE  -  Oct.  12.  .. 

1.  S^PLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Rep.  Cannon  objected  to  a  unanimo 
consent  request  to  send  to  conference  this  bill,  H.  R.  13290  (p.  22120). 
Earlier  a  similar  request  was  withdrawn  (pp.  22099-100). 

2.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 

this  bill,  H,  R.  12900,  but  did  not  complete  action  on  amendments  reported  in 


-  2  - 


disagreement,  pp.  22154-6 


3.\TARIFFS,  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  12820,  to  validate 
^overage  of  certain  State  and  local  employees  in  Arkansas  under  the  agr< 

:ered  into  by  such  State  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  As  amen  :hi8 

bil  ncludes  the  language  of  H.  R.  12109,  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  )30  to 

pel  certain  natural  grasses  and  other  natural  materials  to  be  i  id 

frc  f  duty.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  2  L 


4.  GOLDEN  EAC 
protection" 
pp.  22102-3 


Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  J.  Res. 
the  golden  eagle.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 


5.  PERSONNEL,  Rep."SJohansen  urged  a  reduction  in  the  numbery6f  Federal  employees 
and  said,  "I  wls^vthe  President  every  success  in  his  n^  crusade  to  whittle  the 
bureaucracy  down  t^,  size.”  p.  22107  /  I 


»89,  to  provide 
the  President. 


6.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  13273,  the 
omnibus  rivers,  harbors  and  flood  control  bill  (H.  Kept.  2537),  pp.  22131-48, 
22156 


SENATE  -  Oc/.  12 


7.  FARM  LOANS.  Sen.  Mansfield  Inserted  Sen.  ^artke's  statement  reviewing  accom¬ 
plishments  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  loan  program  and  commending  the 
enactment  of  legislation  to  increem  c/^taln  insured-loan  authority  from 
$150  million  to  $200  million,  pp,  251^65-6  ‘  ^ 


8. 


POULTRY  RESEARCH.  Sen.  McNamara  cotiimend^  the  inclusion  of  $450,000  in  the  ’ 
USDA  appropriation  bill  for  pouUxy  reaefKrch  facilities  in  East  Lansing,  Mich., 
and  inserted  a  letter  from  thl^DepartmenrSlisting  grants  received  in  support 
of  such  research,  p.  22046  /  \  | 


9.  DAIRY  PRODUCTS.  Sen.  ProxmiTre  criticized  ”food^^ddists  ...  who  have  said  that 
butter  can  be  dangerous  m  health,”  urged  Increamd  consumption  of  dairy  pro¬ 
ducts,  and  inserted  anyMticle,  ”Antifat  Food  Fad  lUsailed  by  AMA,”  pp. 

22029-30  /  ^  ® 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  S^.  Morse  defended  rural  electric  codp^^^^^ves  against 

charges  that  the^have  unfair  advantage  of  private  utiliyvles  because  of  lower 
taxes  and  the  a)<ility  to  borrow  money  from  the  Treasury  am2  percent,  and  in¬ 
serted  several/items  on  the  controversy,  pp.  22085-9 


11.  FARM  PROGRi^  LEGISLATIVE  RECORD.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  his 
leglslatiye  record  for  the  87th  Congress,  including  activities 
agricul|iure,  foreign  trade,  natural  resources,  and  other  fields. 


lary  of  the 
plating  to 
>p.  22018-29 


12. 


FOREI^  TRADE,  Sen,  Proxmire  commended  the  President's  action  in  imp^ing 
re^rictlons  on  the  use  of  U.  S.  ports  or  the  carrying  of  U.  S.  cargo\y  ves¬ 
sels  of  foreign  nations  trading  with  Cuba.  pp.  22038-40 


HOUSE  -  Oct.  13 


l'^,  APPROPRIATIONS,  Rep.  Cannon  inserted  a  summary  of  the  appropriations  for  196^ 
pp.  22208-17 
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OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 

ACT  OF  1962 


October  12,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  D.wis  of  Tennessee,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  13273] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  1327.3) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

^  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  and  other  watenoaysfor  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes 
are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  designated: 
Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
approved  March  2,  IQjS  {Public  Law  Numbered  If,  Seventy-ninth 
Congress, ^  first  session) ,  shall  govern  vnth  respect  to  projects  authorized 
in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans, 
proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood 
control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 
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NAVIGATION 

Narmijuagus  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  580,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
118,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $205,000; 

Sear  sport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  500,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $700,000; 

Portland  Harbor  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,340,000; 

Kennebunk  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  459,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $270,000; 

Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  River,  Maine  and  New  Hamp¬ 
shire:  House  Document  Numbered  482,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $7 ,500 ,000 ; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  341, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,100,000; 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  516, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Alassachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  350, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,848,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and.  Neponset  River,  Massachusetts:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  126,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,050,000; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  Senate  Document  Numbered  124, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered  236, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $210,000; 

Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  River  Waterway,  New  York:  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Committee  Document  Numbered  20,  Seventy-third  Congress,  for  the 
further  partial  accomplishment  of  the  approved  plan  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  to  sums  previously  authorized, 
$1,000,000; 

Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  510,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,185,000; 

Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  551, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,695,000; 

Buttermilk  Channel,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  483, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,226,000;  | 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  New  Jersey  {channels 
to  Port  Elizabeth):  Modification  of  the  existing  navigation  project 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1954  {Public  Law  780, 
Eighty f bird  Congress),  House  Document  Numbered  252,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  being  prepared  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  approval  of  such  plans  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President; 

_  Raritan  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  455,  Eighty- 
sixth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Virginia:  House 
Document  Numbered  580,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1 ,068,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
authorizing  reimbursement  to  local  interests  for  the  Long  Creek-Broad 
Bay  Cancil  Bridge; 

James  River,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  586,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $39,000,000:  Provided,  I  hat 
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tJm  authorization  shall  expire  after  a  period  oj  jive  years  from  the  date  of 
appmval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the 
project  loithin  that  time:  And  provided  further,  That  prior  to  construction, 
there  will  be  suhnitted  to  the  Congress  a  feasibility  report  which  takes 
account  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the  project  on  seed  oyster  production; 

Ilollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hatteras  Inlet  to  Hatteras, 
North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered  457,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,000; 

Wilmmgton  Harbor,  North  Carolina:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
114,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,370,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Document  Numbered  115,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $605,000; 

Canaveral  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  I4O,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  the  estimated  cost  of  $5,076,000; 

Key  West  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  106,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $820,000; 

Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels,  Florida:  House 
Document  Numbered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $997,000; 

Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
109,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  528,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $424,000; 

Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study  to  be  made  under  the 
direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydroelectric 
power  generating  facilities  in  said  dam.,  a.nd  his  report  on  such  study 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  within  the 
first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress; 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi:  House  Document  Numbered  560, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,870,000; 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Louisiana:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  36,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $357,000; 

The  project,  Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
barge  channel  through  Devils  Swamp,  Louisiana  {Baton  Rouge  Harbor), 
authorized  by^  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1946,  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  321,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1948,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  provide  for  the  provision  as  reguired, 
of  suitable  dikes  and  other  retaining  structures  at  a  Federal  cost  of 
$299,500,  for^  the  construction  and  future  maintenance  of  the  project,  in 
order  to  provide  additional  industrial  sites  with  water  frontage  which  are 
now  needed  to  permit  the  normal  development  and  expansion  of  the  indus- 
trial  and  commercial  activities  of  the  locality:  Provided,  That  local 
interests  contribute  the  sum  of  $100,500  toward  the  cost  of  the  work; 

Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand  Caillou,  'Du  Large,  and 
connecting  channels,  Louisiana,  and  Atchafalaya  River,  Morgan  City 
to  Gulf  of  Mexico:  House  Document  Numbered  583,  Eighty -seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $45,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway ,  Louisiana  and  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25, 540,- 
000:jProvided,  That  the  authority  to  make  such  modifications  as  in  the 
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discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  he  advisable,  as  set  forth  in  House 
Document  Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  shall  be  interpreted 
to  apply  to,  but  not  limited  to,  the  improvement  of  the  existing  channels  at 
proposed  channel  relocation  sites  in  lieu  of  such  relocations; 

Calcasieu  River  salt  water  harrier,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  582,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,810,000: 
Provided,  That  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  directed  to  study  the  question  of 
cost  sharing  taking  into  account  that  measures  for  mitigation  of  damages 
from  navigation  improvements  will  be  a  Federal  responsibility  and  en¬ 
hancement  effects  unll  be  shared  on,  the  basis  of  a  50  per  centum  Federal 
and  50  per  centum  non-Federal;  such  cost  sharing  is  hereby  authorized 
as  determined  to  he  feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
Secretary  of  the_  Army  within  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  report  is 
submitted  to  it  unless  such  report  is  disapproved  by  the  Congress; 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Missouri:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  552,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $103,800; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  4-19,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $195,000;  I 

Sahine-Neches  Waterway,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  553, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,830,000;  ’ 

Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir,  Texas:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  215,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,162,000: 
Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife 
refuge  at  the  reservoir; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios,  Texas:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  504,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$818,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,  Texas:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,590,000; 

Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered 
31,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  is_  (ipproved  and  there  is  hereby  authorized  the 
sum  of  $40,000,000  for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the 
project; 

Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois:  Senate  Document  Numbered  44,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,200,000; 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minneapolis,  Minne-  { 
sota:  House  Document  Numbered  513,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 

Ontonagon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  287 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,741 ,000; 

Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  474, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $609,000; 

Leland  Harbor,  Michigam:  House  Document  Numbered  413,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,000; 

Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling,  Michigan:  House 
Document  Numbered  480,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $350,000; 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Numbered  470, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,270,000; 

Kenosha  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Numbered  496, 
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Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $673,000; 

T^Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Numbered  479, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $719,000; 

Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Numbered  134, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,029,000; 

Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  435,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,505,000; 

Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  581,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11,- 

404,000 ; 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  431, 
Eighty-sei:enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $667,000; 

Caseville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  64,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $327,000; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  544,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,730,000; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  509,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $257,000; 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  165,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000; 

Cleveland'  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  527,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  415,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,179,000; 

Erie.  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Document  Numbered  340,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $671,000; 

Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  451,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,797,000; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  138, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $765,000; 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  471,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,180,000; 

Dana  Point  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  532, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,730,000; 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  518, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Fruitvale  Avenue  Bridge:  Senate  Dmu- 
ment  Numbered  75,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  a.n  estimated  cost  of 
$1,750,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbet'ed  353, 
Eighty- seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,775,000; 

Noryo  River  and  Harbor,  California:  Senate  Document  Numbered  121, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,231 ,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers,  Oregon,  and  Wasldngton: 
House  Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty-seventh  Congr'ess,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $493,000; 

Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers  below  Vancouver,  Washington, 
and  Portland,  Oregon:  House  Document  Numbered  452,  Eighty-seventh 
Congr'ess,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,100,000; 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos  Waterways,  Washing¬ 
ton:  Senate  Document  Numbered  IO4,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000; 

Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  417', 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $428,000; 
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Swinomish  Channel,  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  4'J9, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $887,000; 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered 
484,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,919,000; 

The  project  for  Hilo  Harbor,  Hawaii,  authorized  by  Public  Law  645, 
Eighty-sixth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  j)r ovule  for  adjustment  of  th 
cash  contribution  reguired  of  local  interest  in  accordance  wiih  recommefida- 
tions  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approved  by  the  President,  such 
adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable  date. 

BEACH  EROSION 

State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered  416,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $88,000; 

Fire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island,  New 
York:  Modification  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  control  project  authorized 
by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  {Public  Law  500,  Eighty -fifth 
Congress),  House  Document  Numbered  41 L  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  which  will 
include  a  sand  bypassing  system  at  Fire  Island  Inlet,  being  prepared  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  approval  of  such  plans  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  and  the  President; 

Clark  Point,  New  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered^  584,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,000; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  382,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  periodic  nourishment' 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Carolina:  House 
Document  Numbered  555,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $194,000; 

Palm  Beach  County  from  Martin  County  line  to  Lake  Vorth  Inlet 
and  from  South  Lake  Vorth  Inlet  to  Broward  County  line,  Florida: 
House  Document  Numbered  164,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $128,800; 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscay ne,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
561,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

San  Juan  and  vicinity,  Puerto  Rico:  House  Document  Numbered 
575,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $65,400; 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michigan-Ohio  State  line  to  Marblehead, 
Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

Sheffield  Lake  community  park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village,  Ohio:  House 
Document  Numbered.  414,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $100,300; 

Ventura-Pierpont  area,  California:  House  Document  Numbered.  458, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  co.st  of  $515,000. 

Orange  County,  California,  House  Document  Numbered  602,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,845,000. 

Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to 
reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done  by  them  on  the  beach  erosion 
projects  authorized  in  section  101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this  Act, 
subsequent  to  the  initiation  of  the  cooperative  studies  which  form  the  basis 
for  the  projects:  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may  have  been  done  on 
these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  projects  herein  adopted:  Provided  further.  That  such 
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7'eimbursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or 
funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other  pending 
pirojects  of  higher  prioridy  for  improvements. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Act  approved  August  13,  1946,  as  amended  by  the 
Act  approved  July  28,  1966  {33  U.S.C.  4^^^~h),  pHriaining  to  shore 
protection,  is  hereby  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  the  word  “one-third”  in  section  1(b)  is  deleted  and  the  word 
“one-half  ’  is  substituted  thereof  or; 

(2)  the  following  is  added  ajter  the  word  “located”  in  section  1  (b): 
“,  except  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the  restoration  and  protection  of 
Federal  ju'operty  shall  be  borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government,  and, 
further,  that  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  a  project  for  restora¬ 
tion  and  protection  of  State,  county,  and  other  publicly  owned  shore 
parks  and  conservation  areas  may  be,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  not  more  than  70  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  exclusive 
of  land  costs,  when  such  areas:  Include  a  zone  which  excludes  per¬ 
manent  human  habitation;  include  but  are  not  limited  to  recreational 
beaches;  satisfy  adequate  criteria  for  conservation  and  development 
of  the  natural  resources  of  the  environment;  extend  landward  a  suffi¬ 
cient  distance  to  include,  where  appropriate,  protective  dunes,  bluffs, 
or  other  natural  features  which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands  from 
damage;  and  provide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate 
public  use,  all  of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers” ; 

(3)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word  “supplemented”  in  sec¬ 
tion  1  (e):  “,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  small  project  under  section  3  of  this 
Act,  _  unless  the  plan  therefor  has  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers” ;  and 

(4)  sections  2  and  3  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  reimburse 
local  interests  for  work  done  by  them,  after  initiation  of  the  survey  studies 
which  form  the  basis  for  the  project,  on  authorized  projects  which  indi¬ 
vidually  do  not  exceed  $1 ,000,000  in  total  cost:  Provided,  That  the  work 
which  may  have  been  done  on  the  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  authorized  projects:  Provided 
further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations 
applicable  thej'eto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence 
over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improvements. 

“Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  undertake 
construction  of  small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and  protection  pirojects 
not  specifically  authorized  by  Congress,  which  otherwise  comply  with 
section  1  of  this  Act,  ivhen  he  finds  that  such  work  is  advisable,  and  he  is 
further  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations  hereafter  made  for 
civil  works,  not  to  exceed  $3 ,000 ,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  the  costs  of  construction  of  such  pirojects:  Provided,  That 
not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  for  any  single 
project  and  the  total  amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  the  project  under  this  section  including  periodic  nour¬ 
ishment  as  provided  for  under  section  1(c)  of  this  act:  Provided  f  urther. 
That  the  provisions  of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  1  of  this  Act 
shall  apply:  And  provided  further.  That  the  work  shall  be  complete  in 
itself  and  shall  not  commit  the  United  States  to  any  additional  improve¬ 
ment  to  insure  its  successful  operation,  excepitfor  participation  in  periodic 
beach  nourishment  in  accordance  with  section  1  (c)  of  this  Act,  and  as 
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m,ay  result  from  the  normal  i)rocedure  applying  to  projects  authorized 
after  submission  of  survey  reports^’ 

(b)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relating  to  surveys  of  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  shall  apply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore  protection  and.  section  2  of 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 1930,  as  amended  {33  U.S.O. 
436),  is  modified  to  the  extent  inconsistent  herewith. 

(c)  The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  in  determining 
the  amounts  of  Federal  participation  in  or  payments  toward  the  costs  of 
authorized  projects  which  have  not  been  substantially  completed  prior  to 
the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  through 
the  Beach  Erosion  Board,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  recompute  the 
amounts  of  Federal  contribution  toward  the  costs  of  such  projects  accord¬ 
ingly. 

Sec.  104.  The  project  for  aquatic  plant  control  authorized  by  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  {72  Stat.  297,  300)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide 
that  research  costs  and  planning  costs  prior  to  construction  shall  be  borne 
fully  by  the  United  States  and  shall  not  be  included  in  the  cost  to  be  shared 
by  local  interests.  _  . 

Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  convey  17.94  \ 
acres  of  land  located  at  old  lock  and  dam  numbered  7,  Ohio  River,  to  the 
city  of  Midland,  Pennsylvania,  after  November  1,  1962,  for  public  park 
and  recreation  purposes,  without  monetary  consideration  but  subject  to 
reversion  to  the  United  States  if  not  utilized  for  public  park  and  recreation 
purposes  and  further  subject  to  such  flowage  rights  as  may  be  necessary 
in  the  operation  of  the  New  Cumberland  lock  and  dam,  Ohio  River. 

Sec.  106.  Section  110(f)  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  {72 
Stat.  297)  is  amended  by  changing  the  qwriod  to  a  comma  and  adding  the 
following:  “and  upon  completion  of  transfer  to  the  said  State  of  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  canal  in  accordance 
with  the  agreement  executed  December  I4,  I960,  between  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  the  rejiresentatives  of  said  State,  the  additional  sum  of 
$800,000  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  be  expended  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  or  by  said  State,  for  the  repair  and  modification  of 
any  canal  properties  and  appurtenances,  notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  110(b)  hereof.” 

Sec.  107.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress,  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  a  com¬ 
pilation  of  survey  and  review  reports  on  river  and  harbor  and  flood  con-  . 
trol  improvements,  similar  to  that  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of\ 
March  4,  1913,  revised  in  accordance  with  the  Acts  of  July  3,  1930, 
August  SO,  1935,  and  May  17,  1950,  and  printed  in  House  Document 
Numbered  211,  Eighty-second  Congress,  first  session. 

Sec.  108.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  authorized  to  perform  such  work 
as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of  lock  and 
dam  numbered  3  on  the  Big  Sandy  River:  Provided,  That  the  work  au¬ 
thorized  herein  shall  have  no  effect  on  the  condition  that  local  interests 
shall  operate  and  maintain  the  structure  and  related  properties  as  required 
by  the  Act  of  Congress  approved  August  6,  1956  (70  Stat.  1062):  And 
provided  further.  That  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  expended  from 
appropriations  hereafter  made  for  civil  functions  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  repair  and 
restoration  of  lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on  the  Big  Sandy  River,  not  to 
exceed  $200,000. 

Sec.  109.  The  body  of  water  designated  as  the  Redondo  Beach  Harbor, 
California,  shall  be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as  the  Redondo  Beach 
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King  Harbor,  California.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record, 
or  other  paper  of  the  United  States  in  which  such  body  of  water  is  referred 
to  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor,  California. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  named  localities  and  subject 
to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950: 

Falmouth  Harbor,  Maine. 

Channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer  Island,  Massachusetts. 

Little  Egg  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

Brigantine  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

Corsons  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

Kings  Bay  Deepwater  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  River  at  Wapakoneta,  Ohio. 

Surveys  of  the  coastal  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  possessions, 
including  the  shores  of  the  Great  Lakes,  in  the  interest  of  beach  erosion 
control,  hurricane  protection  and  related  purposes:  Provided,  That 
surveys  of  particular  areas  shall  be  authorized  by  appropriate  resolutions 
of  either  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate  or 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Sec.  111.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1962”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936  {Public  Law 
Numbered  738,  Seventy -fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the 
Act  approved  June  28,' 1938  {Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  except  that  for 
any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification  project,  provisions 
{a),  {b),  and  {c)  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  ipply 
thereto, _  and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  tlie 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted  requiring  local 
cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests 
are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944 
{Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second  session), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  pro¬ 
cedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation 
and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the  benefit  of 
navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other  purposes 
are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
iv  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  desig¬ 
nated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth  therein:  Provided,  That  the 
necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted 
on  any  project  authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations 
hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inauguration 
of  a  construction  program:  Provided  further.  That  the  projects  authorized 
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herein  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as 
may  he  consistent  with  budgetary  requirements:  And  provided  further, 
That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use 
in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

NEW  ENOLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Wareham-AIarion,  Alassa- 
chusetts,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  lecom- 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  548, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,811,500. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Point 
Judith,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  .substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  521,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,414,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at 
Narragansett  Pier,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  195,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,152,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
478,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,401 ,000. 

Tire  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Westport,  Connecticut,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  4i^>  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $217 ,000. 

The  pr'oject  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Mystic,  Connecticut,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  4H,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,490,000. 

HOUSATONIC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Naugatuck  River  at  Ansonia- 
Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Documen  t 
Numbered  437,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oi 
$5,620,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rondout  Creek,  and  Wallkill  River 
and,  their  tributaries.  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  h umbered  113,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,111 ,000. 
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NEW  JERSEY-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  jor  hurricane-Jlood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control  on 
Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  unth  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  Eighty-seventh  Congress 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 

SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  construction  of  the  Fall  Brook  and  Ayleworth  Creek 
Reservoirs,  and  local  flood  protection  works  on  the  Lackawanna  River  at 
Scranton,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom- 
m.ended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  Ijl, 
FUghty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,596,000. 

The  project  for  the  Juniata  River  and  tributaries,  Pennsylvania,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  565,  Eighty- 
seventh  (fongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,150,000:  Provided,  'That 
installation  of  the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made  until  the 
(hief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report  to  the  Congress 
for  authorization. 

DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  Delaware  River 
Basin,  New  York,  New  Jeisey,  l^ennsylvania,  and  Delaware,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  522,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $192,400,000. 

POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River,  Maryland-  and 
H  est  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers ,  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  409,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Norfolk,  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
(f  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  ft  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,537 ,000 . 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control  at 
Wrightsville  Beach,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  511 ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $345,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  iirotection  and  beach  erosion  control  at 
Carolina  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  4I8,  Eighty-seventh  Conejress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $739,000. 
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APALACHICOLA  RIVER  BASIN,  GEORGIA 

The  'project  Jor  the  West  Point  Reservoir,  Chattahoochee  River,  Georgia, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  ('hief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  570,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $52 ,900 ,000 . 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  central 
and  southern  Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  SO,  194$,  (^^d  subsequent 
Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  West  Palm  Beach  Canal  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  IjS,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,220,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Boggy  Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  125,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1 ,176,000. 

The  project  for  South  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  'with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  138, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,388,000. 

The  project  for  Shingle  Creek,  Florida,  between  Clear  Lake  and  Lake 
Tohopekaliga,  for  flood  control  and  major  drainage  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  139,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,250,000:  Provided,  That  no  obligation  shall  be  incurred  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  as  a  wildlife  management  area  unless  the 
State  or  one  or  more  other  non-Federal  entities  shall  have  entered  into  an 
agreement  m  advance  to  assume  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  associated 
with  that  feature  of  the  project. 

The  project  for  Hood  protection  in  the  Cutler  drain  area,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,063,000:  Provided,  That 
local  interests  shall  receive  credit  in  the  Contributed  Fund  Account  of  the 
project  for  moneys  sho'wn  to  have  been  spent  after  March  1,  1960,  for  con¬ 
struction  of  units  of  the  authorized  plan  for  Cutler  Drain:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  such  completed  work  must  be  inspected  and  accepted  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  as  constituting  useful  parts  of  the  authorized  plan: 
And  provided  further.  That  the  credit  established  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  cost  sharing  arrangements  for  the  central  and  southern  Florida  flood 
control  project  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $124,000, 

GREEN  SWAMP  REGION,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  the  Four  River  Basins,  Florida,  namely  the  Hills¬ 
borough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace  Rivers,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  585,  Eighty-set:enth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $57 ,760,000:  Provided,  That  the  cost  sharing  shall 
be  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  House  Document 
Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress:  And  provided  further.  That 
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planning  and  construction  on  the  Lowery-Mattie  Conservation  Area  and 
its  appurtenant  works  is  deferred  until  additional  studies  are  made 
thereon,  and  a  further  report  submitted  to  the  Congress. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  jor  flood  protection  on  the  Chunky  Creek,  Chickasawhay 
and  Pascagoula  Rivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  51+9,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,74-0,000. 


LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Mississippi 
River  adopted  by  the  Act  approved  May  16,  1928,  as  amended  by  sub¬ 
sequent  Acts,  is  hereby  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  following 
item: 

(a)  Monetary  authorizations  heretofore  and  hereafter  made  available 
to  the  project  or  any  portion  thereof  shall  be  combined  into  a  single  sum 
and  be  available  for  application  to  any  portion  of  the  project. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Mississippi 
River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 1928,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified 
and  expanded  to  include  construction  of  certain  improvements  in  Qin  and 
Muddy  Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  Ojfice,  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  such  plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000.  ’ 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
Delta^  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  650,  Eighty-seventh  Congress  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $7 ,502,000.  ’ 

The  project  for  floM  proteflion  on  Red  River  in  Natchitoches  and  Red 
River  Parishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  4-'^ 6,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1 ,293,000. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  a  unit 
in  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaiies  project,  shall  hereafter  be  known 
and  designated  as  the  Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor 
of  the  late  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the  Third  District 
of  Mississippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  Secretary^  of  the  At  my,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
United  States  Army,  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  erect  appropriate 
markers  along  the  auflliary  channel  designating  the  project  “The  Will 
M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”.  Any  law,  regulation,  document, 
or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such  project  is  designated  or 
referred  to  under  the  name  of  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River 
Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project 
by  the  name  of  “Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”. 
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BUFFALO  BAYOU 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince  and  Little  Vince  Bayous, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chiej 
o  f  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  44L  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $2,224,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  ju'oject  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Fort  Arthur  and  vicinity, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 

505,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $23,380,000. 

The  project  jor  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Freeport  and  vicinity, 

Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chiej  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
495,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $3,780,000. 

TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  jor  flood  protection  on  the  East  Fork  oj  the  Trinity  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
554,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $23,760,000. 

The  jwoject  for  extension  oj  the  Fort  Worth  Floodway,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chiej  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  454,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  oj  $5 ,148,000. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  jor  the  San  Gabriel  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendaiions  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  591,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  oj  $20,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Clear  Fork  oj  the  Brazos  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  oj  Abilene,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
as  recommended  by  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 

506,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $31,200,000. 

TULAROSA  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  oj  the 
Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  473,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 

RIO  QRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  jor  jlood  protection  at  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chiej  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  117,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  oj  $3,350,000. 
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ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas  River,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
modihed  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  seioage  outfall  system  for  the 
city  of  Russellville ,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with  plans  of 
said  city,  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$1,400,000. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
an  immediate  study  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  of  bank  erosion  on  the  Arkansas  River  between  about  river  mile  455, 
near  Muskogee,  Oklahoma,  and  about  river  mile  495,  near  Coweta, 
Oklahoma.  Such  project  or  2>rojects,  because  of  its  or  their  emergency 
nature,  are  hereby  authorized  as  determined  to  be  feasible  and  justified 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army  with  the  approval 
of  the  President  unless  within  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  report  is 
submitted  to  it  such  report  is  disapproved  by  the  Congress:  Provided, 
That  the  requirements  for  cooperation  shall  include  provisions  that  local 
interests  shall  f  urnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the_  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  after 
completion;  and  make  a  cash  contribution  in  recognition  of  any  special 
benefits:  And  provided  further ,  That  with  respect  to  any  work  found  justi¬ 
fied  in  the  vicinity  of  Wybark,  Oklahoma,  local  interests  shall  meet  the 
requirements  as  stated  and  shall  make  a  cash  contribution  of  not  less  than 
$150,000  which  shall  include  the  value  of  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required  to  be  furnished,  and  the  value  of  goods  and  services 
provided  for  purposes  of  project  installation  on  a  basis  acceptable  to  the 
Chief  of  Engineers:  Promded,  That  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government 
shall  not  exceed  $2,000,000. 

The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdigris  River  and  tributaries, 
Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  563,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $62, 400,- 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Hill  Creek,  Kansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty -seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,785,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkansas  River,  Oklahoma,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acquisition  of 
additional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the 
reservoir. 

The  j)f'oject  for  flood  protection  on  Cow  Creek,  Kansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  531,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Dodge  City, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
498,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 
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WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  flood  protection  jirojectjor  Village  Creek,  Jackson  and  Lawrence 
Counties,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,968,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Village  Creek,  White  River,  and 
Mayberry  Levee  Districts,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for 
construction  of  a  pumping  plant,  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $1 ,018,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

That  the  general  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  Red 
River  below  Denison  Dam  is  hereby  modifled  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  adjust  the  local  cooperation  requirements  of  the  McKinney 
Bayou,  Arkansas  and  Texas,  Maniece  Bayou,  Arkansas,  and  East 
Point,  Louisiana,  projects  so  as  to  bring  such  requirements  in  accord 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  of 
the  President,  such  adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable  date. 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $16,100,000,  subject  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  of  the  President.  _ 

The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  Ijj,  Eighty -seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6 ,Ji.lO ,000 . 

The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow  Reservoir, ^  Mountain  Fork  River, 
Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  137,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs,  Kiamichi 
River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  145,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$29,748,000. 

The  project  providing  for  the  construction  of  two  experimental  water 
quality  study  projects  in  the  Arkansas-Red  River  Basins,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  105,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

(a)  The  Kay  singer  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage  River,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  578,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $43,24-5,000:  Provided, ^  2 hat 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acquisition  of 
additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the 
reservoir. 

(b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  River,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  Colo¬ 
rado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 
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mendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  122,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $88,070,000:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  the 
Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyons  Creek  is  deferred  at  this  time,  subject  to 
submission  of  a  new  feasibility  report  to  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
which  shall  take  into  account  the  water  and  related  land  resource  develop¬ 
ment  plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Kansas  Water  Resources 
Board,  and  Lyons  Creek  Watershed  Joint  District  Numbered  41,  cbnd 
preparation  of  said  report  is  hereby  authorized. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  White  Clay  Creek  at  Atchison, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  161, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,496,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries, 
Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  476,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Creek,  Iowa,  is  hereby 
I  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
"  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  438,  Eighty -seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,270,000. 

The  project  for  Grand  River  and  tributaries.  North  and  South  Dakota, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  674, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,670,000:  Provided, 
That  the  project  shall  be  constructed,  operated,  and  maintained  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  on  the  project  for  flood  control 
on  the  Floyd  River,  Iowa,  authorized  by  Public  Law  86-600,  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  417, 
Eighty-fourth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  read  as  follows:  “Provided, 
That  responsible  local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  they  will  (a)  furnish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  ib)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  (c)  make  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  neces¬ 
sary  road,  highway,  highway  bridges  other  than  those  required  to  carry 
Interstate  Highway  29  over  the  relocated  Floyd  River,  and  utility  altera- 
k  tions  and  additions;  id)  contribute  in  cash  0.84  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
"  first  cost  of  the  work  for  which  the  United  States  would  be  responsible,  a 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $66,000;  (e)  upon  authorization  of 
the  project,  to  take  all  possible  action  under  Iowa  law,  short  of  actual  pur¬ 
chase,  to  prevent  additional  developments  within  the  right-of-way  that 
might  increase  the  overall  cost  of  the  project;  and  (/)  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.” 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  p>rotection  on  the  Kokosing  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  220,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 


90552—62- 


-3 


18  OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Wabash  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Mount  ('arrnel,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chiej  of  Enyineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  573,  Eiyhty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
oj  $1,417,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mad  River  above  Huffman  Dam, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  o  f  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  439, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kentucky  River,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  433,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,020,000. 

The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11 ,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Ouyandot  River  and  tributaries.  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  569,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  second,  session,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buckhannon  River,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  49, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,206,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab  Creek  at  Youngstown,  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  440,  Eighty 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,268,000. 

The  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  587 ,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $55,307,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  authorizing  the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  in  this  project. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Allegheny  River  at  Salamanca, 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  166,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estvnated  cost  of  $1 ,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recomrnendatiotis  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  95,  Eighty -seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,102,000. 

The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  {Public  Law  85-500)  is  hereby  modified 
to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  cash  contribution 
required  of  local  interests  to  such  amount  as  is  recommended  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approved  by  the  President,  such  adjustment 
to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable  date.  ’ 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  Wisconsin, 
and  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
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ChieJ  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7 1 ,465 ,000 . 

The  project  for  Rend  Lake,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  Bjl,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $35 ,500 ,000 . 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississipipi  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Outtenberg ,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  286,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River  between 
Sainte  Genevieve  and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  519,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  landing  Drainage  and 
Levee  District  Numbered  2,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  5^2,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,112,000. 

The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  District  Numbered  3, 
Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
543,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $986,000. 

The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary  District, 
Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  540, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $921 ,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Richland  Creek,  Illinois,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Nwnbered  571,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,995,000. 

The  project  for  the  Joanna  Reservoir,  Salt  River,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered.  507,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $63 ,300 ,000 . 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Pecatonica  River,  Illinois  and 
Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
539,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $850,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rock  River  at  Rockford,  Illinois,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  142,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7 ,228,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from  Hampton, 
Illinois,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  acccordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  564,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,289,000. 

Ihe  j)roject  for  the  Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from  Hampton, 
Illinois,  to  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  450,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,350,000. 
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The  project  jor  the  Kickapoo  River,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the.  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  657,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $16,570,000. 

The  project  for  Hood  protection  on  the  Warroad  River  and  Bull  Dog 
Creek,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  jjO,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  Hood  protection  on  the  River  Rouge,  Michigan,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  IjS,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,659,000. 

The  project  for  Hood  protection  on  the  Sandusky  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  1S6,  Eighty-Seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,800,000. 

OILA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Camelsback  Reservoir,  Gila  River,  Arizona,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  127,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,770,000.  • 

The  project  J or  flood  protection  on  the  Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock 
Reservoir,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  116,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$18,265,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pinal  Creek,  Arizona,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chiej  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  512,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,800,000. 

TRUCKEE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Truckee  River  and  tributaries, 
California  and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  oj  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  435,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  o1 

$2,885,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Alameda  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substanUalhy  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  128,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,680,000. 

The  project^  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  546,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,684,000:  Provided,  That  local  interests  shall  contribute  in  cash  8  per 
centum  of  the  Federal  construction  of  the  Rose  Valley  unit  with  a  contribu¬ 
tion  presently  estimated  at  $158,000. 
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SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River,  California,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  19 {58  Stat.  887),  is 
hereby  modihed  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  j53,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717 ,000:  Provided,  That 
upon  completion  of  construction  of  the  dam  and  powerplant  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  the  project  shall  become  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Val¬ 
ley  project  and  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  except  that  the  flood  control 
operation  of^  the  project  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Stanislaus  River  Channel,  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San  Joaquin  River, 
shall  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  a  capacity  of  at  least 
eight  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second  subject  to  the  condition  that  responsible 
local  interests  agree  to  maintain  private  levees  and  to  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  existing  channel  and  floodway  between  the  levees:  Provided 
I  further,  That  before  initiating  any  diversions  of  water  from  the  Stanislaus 
River  Basin  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  determine  the  quantity  of  water  required 
to  satisfy  all  existing  and  anticipated  future  needs  within  that  basin  omd 
the  diversions  shall  at  all  times  be  subordinate  to  the  quantities  so  deter¬ 
mined:  Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  adopt  appro¬ 
priate  measures  to  insure  the  preservation  and  propagation  of  fish  a  nd 
wildlife  in  the  New  Melones  project  and  shall  allocate  to  the  preservation 
and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  as  provided  in  the  Act  of  August 
14,  1946  {60  Stat.  1080),  an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing 
the  Stanislaus  River  division  and  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  same: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  connection  with  the 
New  Melones  project,  construct  basic  public  recreation  facilities,  acquire 
land  necessary  for  that  purpose,  the  cost  of  constructing  such  facilities  and 
acquiring  such  lands  to  be  nonreimbursable  and  nonreturnable:  Provided 
further.  That  contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional  electric 
energy  available  from  the  Central  Valley  project  power  system  as  a  result 
of  the  construction  of  the  plants  herein  authorized  and  their  integration 
with  that  system  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  preferences  expressed 
in  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  except  that  a  first  preference,  to  the  extent 
as  needed  and  as  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  but  not  to  exceed 
25  per  centum  of  such  additional  energy,  shall  be  given,  under  reclamation 
law,  to  preference  customers  in  Tuolumne  and  Calaveras  Counties,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  for  use  in  that  county,  who  are  ready,  able,  and  willing,  within 
twelve  months  after  notice  of  availability  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  energy  and  that  Tuolumne  and  Calaveras 
County  preference  customers  may  exercise  their  option  in  the  same  date 
in  each  successive  fifth  year  providing  written  notice  of  their  intention  to 
use  the  energy  is  given  to  the  Secretary  not  less  than  eighteen  months  prior 
to  said  dates:  And  provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  give 
consideration  during  the  preconstruction  planning  for  the  New  Melones 
project  to  the  advisability  of  including  storage  for  the  regulation  of  stream- 
flow  for  the  purpose  of  downstream  water  quality  control. 

The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Fresno  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Seriate  Document  Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,338,000. 


22  OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT 


The  Buchanan  lienervoir,  ('howchiUa  Hirer,  Calijornia,  U  herebu 
authorized  mbstantiaUy  in  accordance  with  the  reco7nmendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Enyineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  .98,  Eighty-serenth 
ConyrexH,  at  an  e.dim.ated  cost  of  $13, .585 ,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Mormon  Slouyh,  Calaveras  River, 
(California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  (Tief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  576,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estOnated  cost  of  $1 ,960 ,000 . 

RUSSIAN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry  ('reek,  C'alifornia,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  AOcmbered,  oj?.  Eighty-seventh  ('on- 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $42,400,000. 


REDWOOD  CREEK  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Redwood  Creek,  Humboldt  County,  \ 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
497,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,580,000. 

LOS  ANGELES  RIVER  BASIN 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the  prosecution  of  the  comprehen¬ 
sive  plan  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  approved  in  the  Act  of  August 
18,  1941 ,  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon  and  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  566,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $106,700,000,  subject  to  the  conditions  of 
local  cooperation  specified  in  said  report:  Provided,  That  the  project  is  to 
be  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  accomplish  the  benefits  as  set  forth 
and  described  in  the  report  and  appendixes:  And  provided  further,  That  | 
in  the  years  of  short  water  supply  all  water  users  will  share  the  available 
water  in  the  same  proportwns  that  they  would  share  the  total  full  supply 
when  it  is  available,  and  that  no  further  water-use  allocations  will  be 
made  from  the  authorized  storage  so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible 
benefits  to  authorized  uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity  when  storage 
shortages  occur. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN  ■, 

The  projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  including  the 
Willamette  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28, 
1938,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  Flood  Control  Acts  of 
Alay  17,  1950,  September  3,  195%,  July  3,  1958,  and  July  I4,  1960, 
are  hereby  modified  to  include  the  projects  listed  below  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin  {including  the  Willamette 
River  Basin)  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docum  ent  Numbered  403,  Eighty-seventh 
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Congress:  Provided,  That  the  depth  and  width  of  the  authorized  channel 
in  the  Columbia-Snake  River  barge  navigation  project  shall  be  established 
as  fourteen  feet  and  two  hundered  and  fifty  feet,  respectively ,  at  minimum 
regulated  flow. 

Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Washington; 

Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North  Fork,  Clearwater  River, 
Idaho; 

Strube  Reregulating  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Fork,  McKenzie 
River,  Oregon; 

Gate  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Gate  Creek,  Oregon; 

Fern  Ridge  Dam  and  Reservoir  modification.  Long  Tom  River, 
Oregon ; 

Cascadia  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Santiarn  River,  Oregon. 

The  project  for  the  Ririe  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Willow  (^reek,  Idaho,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  562,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,027,000. 

The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Blackfoot  River, 
I  Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the.  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $829,000. 


WYNOOCIIEE  RIVER 

The  project  for  the  Wynoochee  River,  Washington,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  601,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,211 ,000:  Provided,  That  the  installation  of 
the  power-generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made  until  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report  to  the  Congress  for  authorization. 

COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 

The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

Sec.  204-  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  developing  hydroelectric  power  and 
to  encourage  and  promote  the  economic  development  of  and  to  foster  the 
establishment  of  essential  industries  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
is  authorized  to  construct  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized 
to  operate  and  maintain  the  Crater-Long  Lakes  division  of  the  Snettisham 
project  near  Juneau,  Alaska.  The  works  of  the  division  shall  consist  of 
pressure  tunnels,  surge  tanks,  penstocks,  a  powerplant,  transmission 
facilities,  and  related  facilities,  all  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $41 ,634,000. 

(b)  Electric  power  and.  energy  generated  at  the  division  except  that 
pohion  reguired  in  the  operation  of  the  division,  shall  be  disposed  of  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  such  a  manner  as  to  encourage  the  most 
widespread  use  thereof  at  the  lowest  possible  rates  to  consumers  consistent 
with  sound  business  principles.  Rate  schedules  shall  be  drawn  having 
regard  to  the  recovery  of  the  costs  of  producing  and  transmitting  the  power 
and  energy,  including  the  amortization  of  the  capital  investment  over  a 
reasonable  period  of  years,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate  (which  rate 


24  OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT 

shall  he  certified  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury)  paid  by  the  United 
States  on  its  marketable  long-term  securities  outstanding  on  the  date  of 
this  Act  and  adjusted  to  the  nearest  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum.  In  the 
sale  of  such  power  and  energy,  preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal  agencies, 
public  bodies,  and  cooperatives.  It  shall  be  a  condition  of  every  contract 
made  under  this  Act  for  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  that  the  purchaser, 
if  it  be  a  purchaser  for  resale,  will  deliver  power  and  energy  to  Federal 
agencies  or  facilities  thereof  within  its  transmission  area  at  a  reasonable 
charge  for  the  use  of  its  transmission  facilities.  All  receipts  from  the 
transmissioji  and  sale  of  electric  power  and  energy  generated  at  said 
division  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the 
credit  of  miscellaneous  receipts, 

{c)  The  appropriate  Secretary  is  authorized  to  jwform  any  and  all 
acts  and  enter  into  such  agreements  as  may  he  appropriate  for  the  purpose 
of  carryinej  the  provisions  of  this  Act  into  fidl  force  and  etfect,  including 
the  acquisition  of  rights  anil  property,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
wheel  an  appropriation  shall  have  been  made  for  the  commencement  of 
construction  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the  case  of  oqeeration  and 
maintenance  if  said  division,  may,  in  connection  with  the  construction 
or  operation  and  maintenance  of  such  division,  enter  into  contracts  for 
miscellaneous  services  for  rnaterials  and  supplies,  as  well  as  for  construc¬ 
tion,  which  may  cover  such  periods  of  time  as  the  appropriate  Secretary 
may  consider  necessary  hut  in  which  the  liability  of  the.  United  States 
shall  be  contingent  upon  appropriations  being  made  therefor . 

Sec.  205.  Section  206  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  lofs,  as  amended 
(S3  U.S.C.  701s),  is  amended  (a)  hy  striking  out  “$10,000,000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25,000,000”,  (b)  fy  striking  out  the  term 
“small  flood  control  projects”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  term 
“small  projects  for  flood,  control  and  related  qmrposes” ,  and  (c)  by  striking 
out  “Provided,  That  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this 
purjwse  at  any  single  locality  from  the  appropriations  for  any  one  fiscal 
year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Provided,  That  not  more  than 
$1 ,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section  for  a  project  at  any  single 
locality  and  the  amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  Federal 
participation  in  the  project”. 

Sec.  206.  The  first  sentence  of  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  August  18,  1941,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701n),  is  hereby  further 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “That  there  is  hereby  authorized  an  emer¬ 
gency  fund  in  the  amount  of  $15,000,000  to  be  expended  in  fiood  emer¬ 
gency  preparation,  in  fiood  fighting  arid  rescue  operations,  or  in  the  repair 
or  restoration  of  any  flood  control  work  threatened  or  destroyed  by  flood, 
including  the  strengthening,  raising,  extending,  or  other  modification 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
the  adequate  functioning  of  the  work  for  flood  control;  in  the  emergency 
protection  of  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  protection  being 
threatened  when  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  such  protec¬ 
tion  is  warranted  to  protect  against  imminent  and  substantial  loss  to  life 
and  property;  in  the  repair  and  restoration  of  any  federally  authorized 
hurricane  or  shore  protective  structure  damaged  or  destroyed  by  wind, 
wave,  or  water  action  of  other  than  an  ordinary  nature  when  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  such  repair  and  restoration  is  warranted 
for  the  adequate  functioning  of  the  structure  for  hurricane  or  shore  pro¬ 
tection.” 
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Sec.  207.  Section  4  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes'’,  approved  December  22,  1944,  as  amended  by 
section  4  of  the' Food  Control  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  and  by  section  209  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  i^  hereby  further  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  4.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  supervision  of  the  Secre- 
tary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate 
public  park  and  recreational  facilities  at  water  resource  development 
projects  under  the  control  of  the  Department  of  the  Army,  to  permit  the 
construction  of  such  facilities  by  local  interests  {particularly  those  to  be 
operated  and  maintained  by  such  interests),  and  to  permit  the  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation  of  such  facilities  by  local  interests.  The  Secretary 
(f  the  Army  is  also  authorized  to  grant  leases  of  lands,  including  struc¬ 
tures  or  facilities  thereon,  at  water  resource  development  projects  for  such 
periods,  and  upon  such  terms  and  for  such  purposes  as  he  may  deem 
reasonable  in  the  public  interest:  Provided,  That  leases  to  nonprofit 
organizations  for  park  or  recreational  purposes  may  be  granted  at  re- 
^  duced  or  nominal  considerations  in  recognition  of  the  public  service 
to  be  rendered  in  utilizing  the  leased  premises:  Provided  further.  That 
preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal,  State,  or  local  governmental  agencies, 
and  licenses  or  leases  where  appropriate,  may  be  granted  without  mone¬ 
tary  considerations,  to  such  agencies  for  the  use  of  all  or  any  portion 
of  a  project  area  for  any  public  purpose,  when  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
determines  such  action  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  and  for  such  periods 
of  time  and  upon  such  conditions  as  he  may  find  advisable:  And  immided 
further.  That  in  any  such  lease  or  license  to  a  Federal,  State,  or  local 
governmental  agency  which  involves  lands  to  be  utilized  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  conservation  of  fish  and,  wildlife,  forests,  and  other  natural 
resources,  the  licensee  or  lessee  may  be  authorized  to  cut  timber  and  harvest 
crops  as  may  be  necessary  to  further  such  beneficial  uses  and  to  collect 
and  utilize  the  proceeds  of  any  sales  of  timber  and  crops  in  the  develop¬ 
ment,  conservation,  maintenance,  and  utilization  of  such  lands.  Any 
balance  of  proceeds  not  so  utilized  shall  be  paid  to  the  United  States 
at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  determine  appro¬ 
priate.  The  water  areas  of  all  such  projects  shall  be  open  to  public  use 
generally,  without  charge,  for  boating,  swimming,  bathing,  fishing,  and 
other  recreational  purposes,  and  ready  access  to  and  exit  from  such  areas 
I  along  the  shores  of  such  projects  shall  be  maintained  for  general  public 
use,  when  such  use  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  not  to  be 
contrary  to  the  public  interest,  all  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  deem  necessary.  No  use  of  any  area 
to  which  this  section  applies  shall  be  permitted  which  is  inconsistent 
with  the  laws  for  the  protection  offish  and  game  of  the  State  in  which  such 
area  is  situated.  All  moneys  received  by  the  United  States  for  leases  or 
privileges  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  as 
miscellaneous  receipts.” 

Sec.  208.  Section  207  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  {74  Stat.  501) 
is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  When  used  in  this  section — ■ 

“{!)  The  term  ‘Agency’  means  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  United 
States  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  whichever  has  jurisdiction  over  the  project  con¬ 
cerned. 
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“(2)  Tke  term  ‘head  of  the  Agency  concerned’  means  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  or  the  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  their 
respective  designees. 

“(3)  The  term  ‘water  resources  projects  to  he  constructed  in  the 
future’  includes  all  projects  not  yet  actually  under  construction,  and, 
to  the  extent  of  work  remaining  to  he  completed,  includes  projects 
presently  under  construction  where  road  relocations  or  identifiahle 
components  thereof  are  not  complete  as  of  tKe  date  oj  this  section. 

“(4)  The  term  ‘time  of  the  taking’  is  the  date  of  the  relocation 
agreement,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  condemnation  ptroceeding ,  or  a 
date  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  as  the  date  of  taking. 

“(h)  whenever,  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  any  authorized 
flood  control,  navigation,  irrigation,  or  multiple-purpose  project  for  the 
development  of  water  resources,  the  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  deter¬ 
mines  it  to  he  in  the  puhlic  interest  to  utilize  existing  public  roads  as  a 
means  of  providing  access  to  such  projects  during  construction,  mch 
Agency  may  improve,  reconstruct,  and  maintain  such  roads  and  may 
contract  with  the  local  authority  having  jurisdiction  over  the  roads  to 
accomplish  the  necessary  work.  The  accomplishment  of  such  work  of 
improvement  may  he  carried  out  with  or  without  obtaining  any  interest 
in  the  land  on  which  the  road  is  located  in  accordance  with  mutual  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  parties:  Provided,  (1)  That  the  head  of  the  Agency 
concerned  determines  that  such  work  would  result  in  a  saving  in  Federal 
cost  as  opposed  to  the  cost  of  providing  a  new  access  road  at  Federal 
expense,  (2)  that,  at  the  completion  of  construction,  the  head  of  the  Agency 
concerned  will,  if  necessary,  restore  the  road  to  at  least  as  good  condition 
as  prior  to  the  beginning  of  utilization  for  access  during  construction,  and 
(3)  that,  at  the  completion  of  construction,  the  responsibility  of  the  Agency 
for  improvement,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  shall  cease. 

“(c)  For  water  resources  projects  to  be  constructed  in  the  future,  when 
the  taking  by  the  Federal  Government  of  an  existing  public  road  neces¬ 
sitates  replacement,  the  substitute  provided  will,  as  nearly  as  practicable, 
serve  in  the  same  manner  and  reasonably  as  well  as  the  existing  road. 
The  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  is  authorized  to  construct  such  sub¬ 
stitute  roads  to  design  standards  comparable  to  those  of  the  State,  or, 
where  applicable  State  standards  do  not  exist,  those  of  the  owning  political 
division  in  which  the  road  is  located,  for  roads  of  the  same  classification 
as  the  road  being  replaced.  The  traffic  existing  at  the  time  of  the  taking 
shall  be  used  in  the  determination  of  the  classification.  In  any  case 
where  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  requests  that  such  a  sub¬ 
stitute  road  be  constructed  to  a  higher  standard  than  that  provided  in  the 
preceding  provisions  of  this  subsection,  and  p>ays,  prior  to  commence¬ 
ment  of  suck  construction,  the  additional  costs  involved  due  to  such 
higher  standard,  such  Agency  head  is  authorized  to  construct  such  road 
to  such  higher  standard.  Federal  costs  under  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  part  of  the  nonreimbursable  project  costs.” 

Sec.  209.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  cause  surveys  for  flood,  control  and  allied  purposes,  including  channel 
and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to 
wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  territorial  possessions , 
which  include  the  following  named,  localities:  Provided,  That  after  the 
regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no 
supplemental  or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless  author- 
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ized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of 
any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and  a.  report  thereon  submitted  to 
Congr'ess,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national  de  fense  or  by  changed 
physical  or  economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the  Government 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project  for  the  improvement 
o  f  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned  in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the. 
proposed  work  shall  have  been  adoqded  by  law: 

Valenciana  Piver,  Puerto  Pico. 

TT  accasassa  Piver  {Levy  County  and  Gilchrist  County),  Florida. 

Lake  Pontchartrain ,  North  Shore,  Louisiana. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

San  Bernard  Piver,  Texas. 

Arkansas  Piver  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  eTfect  of  the  Eufaula  and 
Keystone  Peservoirs,  Oklahoma,  on  the  water  sujrply  facilities  o  f  the  cities 
of  AIcAlester  and  Yale,  respectively ,  with  a  xnew  to  determining  the  extent, 
if  any,  of  Federal  participation  in  the  replacement  of  the  cities’  water 
supply  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation  contained  in  exist- 
mg  Corps  of  Engineers  p)>‘otective  and  relocation  plans. 

Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  with  reference  to  the 
effect  of  the  Barkley  Dam  project,  on  the  water  supply  and  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  of  the  cities  of  Cadiz,  Kuttawa,  and  Flddyville,  Kentucky, 
and  the  State  penitentiary  at  Eddyville,  Kentucky,  respectively ,  with  a 
view  to  determining  the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation  in  the 
reqhacement  of  their  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment  facilities  in 
equity  without  regard  to  limitation  contained  in  existing  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  protective  and  relocation  plans. 

Missouri  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Oahe  and  Garrison 
Peservoirs,  North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota,  on  the  sewage  treatment 
facilities  of  the  cities  of  Bismarck  and  Alandan,  North  Dakota,  respec¬ 
tively,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  sewage  treatment  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to 
limitation  contained  in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and  re¬ 
location  plans. 

All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County,  California,  draining  the 
Santa  Ynez  Mountains,  except  Santa  Ynez  Piver  and  tributaries. 

Sacramento  Piver  Basin  and  streams  in  northern  California  draining 
into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  purposes  of  developing ,  where  feasible, 
multiple-purpose  water  resource  projects,  particularly  those  which  would 
be  eligible  under  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  Public  Law  85-600. 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  Piver,  California. 

Kaskaskia  River  levees,  Illinois;  review  of  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Puget  Sound,  Washington,  and  adjacent  waters,  including  tributaries, 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  water  uses  and  related, 
land  resources. 

Harbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advis¬ 
ability  of  improvements  in  the  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control, 
hydroelectric  power  development,  water  supjhy,  and  other  beneficial  water 
uses,  and  related  land  resources. 

Waimea  River,  Kokee  Area,  Kauai,  Hawaii,  for  multiple  purposes. 

Waipio  River,  Kohala-Hamakua  coast.  Island  of  Hawaii,  for  multiple 
purpose  development. 

lao  River,  Wailuku,  Maui,  Hawaii. 
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Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting  through  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  is  hereby  authorized  to  replace  with  adeguMe  floodway  capacity 
the  bridge  ooer  Boeuf  River,  Chicot  County,  Arkansas,  approximately 
three  miles  north  of  the  county  line,  and  the  bridge  over  Big  Bayou,  Chicot 
County,  Arkansas,  approximately  two  miles  upstream  from  its  confluence 
^oilh  the  Boeuf  River  which  were  altered  as  part  of  the  project  for  Boeuf 
and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  December  22,  1944,  which  were  recently  destroyed  by  floods, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $116,000. 

Sec.  211.  The  Wilkesboro  Reservoir  flood  control  project,  Yadkin 
River,  North  Carolina,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946, 
shall  hereafter  be  known  and  designated  as  the  W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  in  honor  of  the  late  Senator  W.  Kerr  Scott  of  North  Carolina. 
Any  law,  regulation,  document,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which 
such  project  is  designated  or  referred  to  shall  be  held  and  considered  to 
refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of  the  W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Sec.  212.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood  Contrcl 
Act  of  1962”. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  same. 

(-LIFFORD  Davis, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Hiram  L.  Fong, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  tlie  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  13273)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harlK)rs  for  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  etfect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report : 

The  Senate  amendment  strikes  out  all  of  the  House  bill  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  House  recedes  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  with  an  amendment 
wliich  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment.  The  differences  between  the  Senate  amendment  and  the  sub¬ 
stitute  agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in  the  following  outline, 
except  for  incidental  changes  made  necessary  by  reason  of  agreements 
reached  by  the  conferees  and  minor  and  clarifying  changes. 

Title  I — Rivers  and  Harbors 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  delete  any  of  the  projects  for  navi¬ 
gation  contained  in  the  House  bill.  The  Senate  amendment  did  modify 
certain  of  these  projects  and  it  also  authorized  projects  not  contained 
in  the  House  bill. 

(1)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  further  partial  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  project  for  the  Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  River  Waterway, 
N.Y.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,000,000  additional. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(2)  The  project  for  Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers, 
N.J.,  contained  in  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to  require  approval  of  the  plans  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  by 
both  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(3)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  the  James 
River,  Va.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $39,000,000,  with  the  condition  that 
the  authorization  expire  after  5  years  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia 
has  endorsed  the  project  within  that  time  and  a  further  requirement 
that  there  be  submitted  to  Congress  a  feasible  report  which  takes  ac¬ 
count  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the  project  on  seed  oyster  produc¬ 
tion. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 
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(4)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  Canaveral 
I  larbor,  Fla.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,070,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(5)  The  project  for  Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama,  as  authorized 
in  the  House  bill,  required  a  report  of  the  Chief  of  Phigineers  to  be 
submitted  to  Congress  within  the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days  of 
continuous  session  of  the  88th  Congress.  The  Senate  amendment 
extended  tliis  period  to  90  days. 

The  propos^  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill. 

(6)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  modification  of  the 
Mississippi  Eiver,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico  Barge  Channel 
through  Devils  Swamp,  La.,  for  dikes  and  retaining  structures,  at  a 
Federal  cost  of  $299,500,  with  local  interests  to  contribute  $100,500. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed,  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(7)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  Bayous  Terre¬ 
bonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand  Caillou,  Du  Large,  and  connecting  chan¬ 
nels,  Louisiana,  and  Atchafalaya  River,  Morgan  City  to  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $45,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  projxised  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(8)  The  project  for  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  La.  and  Tex., 
contained  in  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  to 
]irovide  that  the  authority  to  make  such  modifications  as  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  deems  desirable,  as  set  forth  in  House  Document  No.  556, 
87th  Congress,  shall  be  construed  to  apply  to,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
the  improvement  of  the  existing  channels  at  proposed  channel  reloca¬ 
tion  sites  in  lieu  of  such  relocations. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(9)  The  project  for  the  Calcasieu  River  salt  water  barrier,  Louisi¬ 
ana,  contained  in  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment 
through  the  inclusion  of  a  proviso  requiring  a  study  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  the  question  of  cost  sharing  and  authorizing  such  cost 
sharing  as  is  determined  feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  within  the  first  period  of  60 
calendar  days  of  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  rejiort  on  cost 
sharing  is  submitted  to  the  Congress,  unless  Congress  disapproves  such 
report. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(10)  The  project  for  Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir.  Tex., 
as  contained  in  the  House  bill  Avas  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment 
through  the  addition  of  a  proAuso  that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  be 
construed  as  authorization  for  the  acquisition  of  additional  lands 
for  the  establishment  of  a  national  Avildlife  refuge  at  the  Reservoir. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(11)  The  project  for  the  Illinois  WaferAvay,  Ill.  and  Inch,  Avas 
authorized  in  the  House  bill  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $114,652,000.  The 
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Senate  amendment  reduced  that  tigiire  to  $40,000,000  for  initiation 
and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(12)  The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  project  for  Hilo  Harbor, 
Hawaii,  to  provide  for  adjustment  of  the  cash  contribution  required  of 
local  interests  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  by  the  Secx'e- 
tarv  of  the  Army  and  approved  by  the  President. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  provision. 

The  pro])Osed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  except  that  the  adjustment  is  required  to  be  made  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date. 

BEACH  EROSION 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  delete  any  of  the  beach  erosion  proj¬ 
ects  which  were  contained  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  modify  certain  of  these  projects  and  it 
also  authorized  projects  not  contained  in  the  House  bill. 

(1)  The  project  for  Fire  Island  Inlet  to  Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island, 
X.Y.,  contained  in  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  by  requiring  that  the  plans  being  prepared  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  be  approved  by  the  Secretai'y  of  the  Army  and  the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(2)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  Clark  Point, 
New  Bedford,  Mass.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,000. 

This  project  is  not  in  the  House  bill. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(3)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  Palm  Beach 
County  from  Martin  County  line  to  Lake  Worth  Inlet  and  from  South 
Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Broward  Countv  line,  Fla.,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $128,800. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(4)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  San  Juan  and 
vicinity,  Puerto  Pico,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $65,400. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(5)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  Orange  Coun¬ 
ty,  Calif.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,845,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

SHORE  PROTECTION  MODIFICATIONS 

Section  103  of  the  Senate  amendment  amended  the  act  of  August  13, 
1946,  which  relates  to  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  protecting 
the  shores  of  publicly  owned  property  by  increasing  the  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  from  one-third  to  one-half,  by  requiring  that  when  the 
property  is  Federal  property  all  of  the  cost  will  be  borne  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  by  requiring  that  up  to  70  percent  of  the  cost 
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exclusive  of  land  costs  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  when 
it  is  a  project  for  restoration  of  State,  county,  and  other  publicly 
owned  shore  parks  and  other  conservation  areas  under  certain  circum¬ 
stances.  It  further  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny  to  reimburse 
local  interests  for  work  done  by  them  on  authorized  projects  which 
individually  do  not  exceed  $1,000,000  in  total  cost  after  initiation  of 
the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  project,  if  the  work  is 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the 
project ;  however,  the  reimbursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations 
applicable  thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take 
precedence  over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority.  It  further 
authorizes  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  undertake  small  shore  and  beacli 
restoration  and  protection  projects  not  specifically  authorized  by  Con¬ 
gress  if  he  finds  it  advisable  and  permits  him  to  spend  not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000  in  any  one  fiscal  year  for  such  projects,  except  that  not  more 
than  $400,000  shall  be  allocated  to  any  one  project  and  the  total  amount 
allotted  shall  be  enough  to  complete  Federal  participation  in  the  proj¬ 
ect.  Local  cooperation  is  required  and  the  work  on  the  small  project 
must  be  complete  in  itself  and  not  commit  the  United  States  to  any 
additional  improvement  to  insure  its  successful  operation. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  103  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides 
that  all  existing  law  relating  to  surveys  of  rivers  and  harbors  shall 
apply  to  surveys  related  to  shore  protection. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides 
that  the  cost  sharing  provisions  of  this  act  shall  apply  to  authorized 
projects  not  substantially  completed  before  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  act  and  directs  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  recompute  Federal  con¬ 
tributions  to  such  projects  accordingly. 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  contained  no  comparable  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

AQUATIC  PLANT  CONTROL 

Section  104  of  the  Senate  amendment  modifies  the  project  for  aquatic 
plant  control  authorized  by  the  Eiver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  to  make 
research  costs  and  planning  costs  prior  to  construction  entirely  borne 
by  the  United  States. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

ILLINOIS  AND  MISSISSIPPI  CANAL 

Section  106  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section  110(f)  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  to  authorize  the  ap]nonriation  of  an 
additional  sum  of  $800,000  to  be  expended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
or  by  the  State  of  Illinois  for  the  repair  and  modification  of  the 
Illinois  and  Mississippi  Canal,  notwithstanding  subsection  (b)  of  such 
section  110,  upon  transfer  to  the  State  of  Illinois  of  all  the  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  canal  in  accordance 
with  an  agreement  of  December  14, 1960. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 
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compilation 

Section  107  of  the  Senate  amendment  directed  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress  as  soon  as  practicable 
a  compilation  of  survey  and  review  reports  on  river  and  harbor  and 
flood  control  improvements  similar  to  compilations  which  have  been 
prepared  in  the  past. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  requirement. 

The  proposed  confei-ence  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

SURVEYS 

In  addition  to  the  surveys  authorized  in  the  House  bill  the  Senate 
amendment  authorized  the  following  surveys  to  be  made:  Falmouth 
Harbor,  Maine,  Little  Egg  Inlet,  N.J.,  Brigantine  Inlet,  N.J.,  and 
Corsons  Inlet,  N.  J. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  The  Senate  amendment  provided  general  authorization  for  surveys 
*  of  the  coastal  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  possessions  including 
the  shores  of  the  Great  Lakes  in  the  interest  of  ^ach  erosion,  hurri¬ 
cane  protection,  and  related  purposes  with  a  requirement  that  surveys 
of  particular  areas  shall  be  authorized  by  resolutions  of  either  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  general  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Title  II— Flood  Control 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  all  of  the  projects  for  flood  control 
contained  in  the  House  bill.  It  modified  certain  of  these  projects  as 
passed  by  the  House  and  added  certain  others.  The  following  proj¬ 
ects  were  either  modified  or  added  by  the  Senate  and  are  contained  in 
the  proposed  conference  substitute : 

SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $5,000,000  for  the 
^  project  for  the  West  Branch  of  the  Susquehaima  Eiver  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  author¬ 
ization. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  the  Fall  Brook  and 
Ayleworth  Creek  Keservoirs  on  the  Lackawanna  Eiver  at  Scranton, 
Pa.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,596,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  project  for  the  Juniata  Eiver  and  tributaries,  Pennsylvania, 
contained  in  the  House  bill  specifically  exempted  the  power  features 
of  such  project  from  authorization  and  permitted  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  submit  a  reexamination  report  on  those  features  if  he  deems 
it  desirable. 


34  OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT 


Tlie  Senate  amendment  did  not  specifically  exempt  the  power  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  project  from  authorization  but  did  provide  that  their 
installation  shall  not  be  made  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  have 
submitted  a  reexamination  report  to  Congress. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Delaware  Kiver  Basin,  N.Y.,  N.J.,  Pa.,  and  Del., 
was  authorized  in  the  House  bill  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $224,000,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  reduced  the  authorization  to  $192,400,000. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  hurricane-flood  pro¬ 
tection  and  beach  erosion  control  at  Wrightsville  Beach,  Y.C.,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $345,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

CAPE  FEAR  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  project  for  Cape  Fear  Kiver 
Basin,  N.C.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,143,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

APALACHICOLA  RIVER  BASIN,  GA. 

The  House  bill  authorized  a  project  for  the  West  Point  Keservoir, 
Chattahoochee  River,  Ga.,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $52,900,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  deleted  the  “Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the”. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  Flint  River,  Ga., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $151,820,000,  with  the  proviso  that  this  author¬ 
ization  is  without  prejudice  to  consideration  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  of  non-Federal  development  of  poAver. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  additional  $30,000,000  basin  au¬ 
thorization  for  central  and  southern  Florida. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

AA'EST  PALM  BEACH  CANAL 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  flood  protection  of 
West  Palm  Beach  Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,220,000. 
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The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

BOGGY  CREEK,  FLA. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  flood  protection 
on  Boggy  Creek,  Fla.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,176,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

SHINGLE  CREEK,  FLA. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  Shingle  Creek,  Fla., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,250,000,  with  the  proviso  that  no  obliga¬ 
tion  shall  be  incurred  for  the  develojiment  of  the  Keedy  Creek  Swamp 
as  a  wildlife  management  area  unless  the  State  or  another  non- 
Federal  entity  agrees  in  advance  to  pay  at  least  half  the  cost  of  that 
feature  of  the  project. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

CUTLER  DRAIN  AREA,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  the  Cutler  drain  area,  Florida,  contained  in  the 
House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  through  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  a  proviso  that  local  interests  shall  receive  credit  for  moneys 
spent  after  March  1,  1960,  for  construction  of  units  of  the  authorized 
plan  for  Cutler  drain  if  that  work  is  acceptable  to  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  if  that  credit  does  not  exceed  $124,000. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment,  with  a  clerical  amendment. 

GREEN  SWAMP  REGION,  FLA. 

Tlie  project  for  the  Four  Eiver  Basins,  Fla.,  authorized  by  the 
House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  by  a  proviso  that 
cost  sharing  shall  be  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
in  House  Document  No.  585,  87th  Congress.  The  Senate  amendment 
also  deferred  the  planning  and  construction  on  the  Lowery-Mattie 
conservation  area  until  a  further  report  is  made  to  Congress. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  EIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  project  for  flood  control  and 
improvement  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River  adopted  by  the  act  of 
May  15, 1928,  and  subsequent  acts  to  provide  that  monetary  authoriza¬ 
tions  heretofore  and  hereafter  made  available  to  the  projects  shall 
be  combined  into  a  single  sum  and  shall  be  available  for  application 
to  any  portion  of  the  project. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  modification. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 
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GIN  AND  MUDDY  BAYOUS,  YAZOO  RIVER  BASIN,  MISS. 

The  authorization  contained  in  tlie  House  bill  for  improvements  in 
Gin  and  Muddy  Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Miss.,  were  modified  by 
the  Senate  amendment  to  provide  that  the  plans  for  such  improvements 
be  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $21,000,000  for  the 
Brazos  River  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authori¬ 
zation. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $182,000,000  for  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authori¬ 
zation. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BETWEEN  MUSKOGEE,  OKLA.,  AND  COWETA,  OKLA. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  and  directed  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  make  a  study  of  bank  erosion  on  the  Arkansas  River  be¬ 
tween  Muskogee,  Okla.,  and  Coweta,  Okla.,  and  authorized  such  proj¬ 
ects  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  the 
President  approved,  unless  within  60  days  after  the  submission  of  the 
report  thereon  to  the  Congi-ess  such  report  is  disapproved  by  Congress. 

It  provided  the  usual  requirements  for  cooperation  by  local  interests, 
except  that  with  respect  to  any  work  found  justified  within  the  vicinity 
of  Wybark,  Okla.,  local  interests  shall  make  a  cash  contribution  of  not 
less  than  $150,000  which  shall  include  the  value  of  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  required  to  be  furnished,  and  the  value  of 
goods  and  services  provided  for  purposes  of  project  installation  on  a 
basis  acceptable  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  except  that  the  language  has  been  modified  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  advance  authorization  of  the  bank  erosion  projects  has  been 
adopted  because  of  their  emergency  nature.  The  conference  substitute 
also  limits  to  $2,000,000  the  Federal  costs  under  this  authorization. 

BIG  HILL  CREEK,  KANS. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  flood  protection 
on  Big  Hill  Creek,  Kans.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,785,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 
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KAW  RESERVOIR,  ARKANSAS  RII’ER,  OKLA. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Eeservoir,  Arkansas  Eiver,  Okla.,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  House  bill,  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  to  in¬ 
clude  a  proviso  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  national 
wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $11,000,000  for  the 
"Wliite  Eiver  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  author¬ 
ization. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  general  plan  for  flood  control 
on  the  Eed  Eiver  below  Denison  Dam  to  permit  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  adjust  local  cooperation  requirements  of  the  McKinney  Bayou, 
Ark.  and  Tex.,  Maniece  Bayou,  Ark.,  and  East  Point,  La.,  projects 
to  bring  them  into  accord  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  approval  of  the  President. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  modification. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  except  that  the  adjustment  is  required  to  be  made  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine, 
and  Collier  Creeks,  Tex.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,100,000,  subject 
to  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  and  aiiproval  by  the  President. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $140,000,000  for 
the  Missouri  Eiver  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  additional  authorization. 

_  The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  flood  protection 
on  Wliite  Clay  Creek,  Atchison,  Kans.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,495,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  Grand  Eiver  and 
tributaries.  North  and  South  Dakota,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,670,- 
000,  with  the  requirement  that  the  project  be  constructed,  operated 
and  maintained  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 


38  OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  on  the  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Floyd  River,  loAva,  to  re¬ 
quire  that  local  interests  (1)  furnish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  (2)  hold 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction,  (3)  make 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary  road,  highway,  higli- 
way  bridges  (other  than  those  required  to  carry  Interstate  Highway 
29)  over  the  relocated  Floyd  River,  and  utility,  alterations,  and  addi¬ 
tions,  (4)  contribute  in  cash  0.84  percent  of  the  estimated  first  cost 
of  the  work  (approximately  $G5,000),  (5)  take  all  possible  action  to 
prevent  increase  of  the  overall  cost  of  the  project,  and  (C)  maintain 
and  operate  the  completed  work  in  accordance  with  regulations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

The  House  bill  did  not  modify  these  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  on  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend-  < 
ment. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $120,000,000  for  the 
Ohio  River  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authorization. 

Tlie  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  author¬ 
ization. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  on  the  Wabash  River 
near  Mount  Carmel,  Ill.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,417,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  the  Big  South 
Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn.,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $151,000,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

SCIOTO  RIVER,  OHIO 

The  House  bill  authorized  the  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio, 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $55,847,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  this  project  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $55,307,000  with  a  proviso  that  noth¬ 
ing  in  the  act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  acquisition  of  addi¬ 
tional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  in  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  folloAvs  the  House  bill  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  authorization,  follows  the  Senate  amendment  limiting  the 
cost  to  $55,307,000,  and  adopts  the  proviso  in  the  Senate  amendment. 
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SALINE  RIVER,  ILL. 

The  House  bill  modified  the  project  for  the  Saline  Eiver  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  Illinois,  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  there  be  a  cash  con¬ 
tribution  by  local  interests  and  to  provide  that  other  items  of  local  co¬ 
operation  heretofore  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  still  be 
applicable. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  that  project  to  authorize  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  cash  contributions  required  of  local  interests 
to  such  amount  as  is  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
approved  by  the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  except  that  the  adjustment  is  required  to  be  made  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  RASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  additional  $31,000,000  for 
the  Upper  Mississippi  Eiver  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authori¬ 
zation. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  on  the  Eock  Eiver  at 
Eockford,  Ill.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,228,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Tlie  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  the  Mississippi 
Eiver  urban  areas  from  Hampton,  Ill.,  to  mile  300  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $9,289,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

GILA  RI\TLR  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  the  CamelsbacK 
Eeservoir,  Gila  Eiver,  Ariz.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,770,000.  It 
also  authorized  the  project  on  the  Gila  Eiver  below  Painted  Eock 
Eeservoir,  Ariz.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,255,000.  It  further 
authorized  the  project  on  Pinal  Creek,  Ariz.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,300,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  none  of  these  projects. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  authorization  of  the  project  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin 
County,  Calif.,  contained  by  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendment  by  the  addition  of  a  requirement  that  local  interests  con¬ 
tribute  in  cash  3  percent  of  the  Federal  construction  of  the  Eose 
Valley  unit  (approximately  $158,000). 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 
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SAX  JOAQUIN  RIVER  BASIN 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
modification  of  the  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River,  Calif., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000.  In  addition,  the  House  bill 
contained  certain  requirements  with  respect  to  this  project  which  were 
eliminated  by  the  Senate  amendment.  These  requirements  were  as 
'  follows : 

1.  Upon  completion,  the  project  would  become  a  part  of  the  Central 
Valley  project  and  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  in  accordance  with  reclamation  laws,  except  flood  control 
operations. 

2.  The  Stanislaus  River  Channel  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San 
Joaquin  River  would  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
to  a  capacity  of  at  least  8,000  cubic  feet  per  second,  subject  to  local 
interests  maintaining  private  levees. 

3.  Before  diverting  any  water  from  the  Stanislaus  River  Basin 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  determine  water  requirements  to  | 
meet  all  present  and  future  needs  in  that  basin  and  subordinate 
diversions  to  the  quantities  so  determined. 

4.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  would  take  necessary  action  to  ensure 
preservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  on  the  project  and  allocate  to  that 
project  an  appropriate  share  of  the  construction  costs  which  would 
be  nonreimbursable. 

5.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  would  construct  basic  public  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities  including  necessary  land  acquisition,  and  the  cost 
thereof  would  be  nonreimbursable  and  nonreturnable. 

6.  Contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  electric  energy  available 
from  the  Central  Valley  power  system  as  a  result  of  the  plants  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  section  and  their  integration  with  the  Central  Valley 
system  would  be  made  in  accordance  with  preferences  set  forth  in 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  except  that  a  first  preference  of  up  to 
25  percent  of  the  additional  energy  would  be  given  imder  the  reclama¬ 
tions  laws  to  preferred  customers  in  Tuolumne  and  Calaveras  Coun¬ 
ties,  Calif.,  for  use  in  those  counties  if  such  customers  are  ready,  able, 
and  willing  within  1  year  of  notice  of  availability  by  the  Secretary 
to  enter  into  contracts  for  such  energy,  and  such  preference  customers 
may  exercise  their  option  on  the  same  date  in  each  successive  fifth  ' 
year  if  written  notice  of  such  intention  to  so  use  the  energy  is  given 
to  the  Secretary  at  least  18  months  before  such  date. 

7.  The  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  would  give  consideration  during 
preconstruction  planning  of  the  project  to  the  advisability  of  includ¬ 
ing  storage  for  the  regulation  of  streamtlow  for  the  purposes  of  down¬ 
stream  water  control. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill 
except  that  requirement  No.  4  relating  to  costs  of  fish  and  wildlife 
preservation  is  revised  to  eliminate  the  nonreimbursable  provision 
and  requirement  No.  6  relating  to  preferential  sales  of  electric  energy 
is  revised  to  provide  that  such  first  preference  shall  be  given  to  the 
extent  needed  and  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  but  not  to 
exceed  25  percent  of  such  energy  shall  be  given  first  preference. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  project  on  Mormon  Slough, 
Calaveras  River,  Calif.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,960,000. 
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The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

LOS  ANGELES  RIVER  BASIN 

The  House  bill  authorized  an  additional  $3,700,000  for  the  Los 
Angeles  River  Basin. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  authorization  for  the  Los 
Angeles  River  Basin  of  $38,000,000. 

The  projiosed  conference  substitute  follovps  the  House  version. 

ROGUE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oreg.  and  Calif,  authorized  by 
the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  (1)  to  require 
that  the  authorization  be  subject  to  the  conditions  of  local  cooperation 
specified  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  published  as  House 
Document  No.  566,  87th  Congress,  and  (2)  by  the  elimination  of  the 
requirement  in  the  House  bnl  that  water  for  all  purposes  shall  be 
released  in  the  quantities  and  qualities  at  the  points  described  in  the 
district  engineer’s  report  and  its  appendixes. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  additional  authorization  of 
$226,000,000  for  the  projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia  River  Basin 
including  the  Willamette  River  Basin  and  modified  those  projects  and 
plans  to  include  the  following  listed  projects: 

Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead  River,  Mont.; 

Cliina  Gardens  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Oreg.; 

Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Wash.; 

Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North  Fork,  Clearwater 
River,  Idaho ; 

Strube  Reregulating  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Fork,  McKen¬ 
zie  River,  Oreg. ; 

Gate  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Gate  Creek,  Oreg. ; 

Fern  Ridge  Dam  and  Reservoir  modification.  Long  Tom  River, 
Oreg. ; 

Cascadia  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Santiam  River,  Oreg. 

The  Senate  amendment  also  provided  that  the  depth  and  width  of 
the  Columbia-Snake  River  barge  navigation  project  channel  be  es¬ 
tablished  as  14  feet  and  250  feet,  respectively,  at  minimum  regulated 
flow. 

It  further  provided  that  Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead 
River,  Mont.,  be  constructed,  operated,  and  maintained  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  and  authorizes  $50,000,000  for  partial  accom- 
plislnnent  of  that  project. 

The  House  bill  authorized  the  project  for  the  Asotin  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Snake  River,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $99,818,000  and  the 
project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Reservmir,  Snake  River,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $74,777,000.  These  projects  were  within  the  larger 
group  authorized  by  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  except:  (1)  the  additional  authorization  of  $226,000,000  for  proj- 
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ects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia  River  Basin  is  omitted;  and  (2)  the 
following  listed  projects  contained  in  the  Senate  amendment  are 
deleted : 

Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead  River,  Mont.;  and 
China  Gai’dens  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Oreg. 

In  taking  its  action  authorizing  Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
North  Fork,  Clear  Water  River,  Idaho,  the  conferees  were  aware 
of  the  objections  that  have  been  made  to  this  project  by  numerous 
groups  interested  in  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  It  is  the  intention 
of  the  conferees  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  adopt  appro¬ 
priate  measures  to  insure  the  preservation  and  propagation  of  fish 
and  wildlife  affected  by  this  project,  and  shall  allocate  to  the  pi’eserva- 
tion  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  as  provided  in  the  act  of 
August  14,  1!)46  (60  Stat.  1080),  an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of 
constructing  this  project  and  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  same. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorizes  the  project  for  Burns  Creek 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River,  Idaho,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,000,000. 

Idle  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  authori¬ 
zation. 

WTNOOCHEE  RIVER 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for  the  Wynoochee 
River,  Wash.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,211,000  with  the  requirement 
that  the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  be  installed  until  a  re¬ 
examination  report  has  been  submitted  to  Congress.  The  House  bill 
contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 

The  House  bill  authorizes  a  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet, 
Alaska,  at  a  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  this  authorization  to  require  that 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project  shall  be  through  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill. 

SNETTISHAil  PROJECT 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  an  authorization  for  the  Snettisham 
project. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  204  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
construct,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  operate  and  maintain, 
the  Crater-Long  Lakes  division  of  the  Snettisham  project  near 
Juneau,  Alaska,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $41,634,000. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of  the  Senate  amendment  directs  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  dispose  of  electric  power  and  energy  so 
as  to  encourage  the  most  widespread  use  thereof  at  the  lowest  possible 
rates  consistent  with  sound  business  principles.  It  requires  rate 
schedules  to  be  so  drawn  as  to  have  due  regard  to  the  recovery  of  costs 


OMNIBUS  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  43 

of  producing  and  transmitting  the  energy,  including  amortization  of 
capital  with  interest.  Preference  in  the  sale  of  power  and  energy 
is  to  be  given  Federal  agencies,  public  bodies,  and  cooperatives,  and 
it  is  to  be  a  condition  of  every  contract  of  sale  to  a  purchaser  for  resale 
that  such  purchaser  will  deliver  power  and  energy  to  Federal  agencies 
within  its  transmission  area  at  a  reasonable  charge  for  the  use  of  its 
transmission  facilities.  All  receipts  are  to  be  covered  into  the  Treas- 
uiy  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

Subsection  (c)  of  such  section  204  authorizes  the  appropriate  Secre¬ 
tary  to  make  necessary  rules,  regulations,  and  agreements,  and  other¬ 
wise  do  such  things  as  may  be  necessary,  to  carry  out  the  pui-poses  of 
the  provision. 

The  proposed  confex’ence  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

IVAURIKA  PROJECT 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  any  provision  authorizing  the 
Waurika  reclamation  proj  ect. 

Section  205  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Waurika  reclama¬ 
tion  project,  Oklahoma;  provided  for  allocation  of  the  cost  of  this 
project  among  a  number  of  purposes;  authorized  transfer  to  a  watm’ 
users’  organization  the  care,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  certain 
works;  authorized  construction  of  certain  recreational  facilities;  and 
authorized  an  appropriation  of  $25,019,500  for  construction,  and  a 
continuing  authorization  for  operation  and  maintenance. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  provision. 

SMALL  PROJECTS 

The  House  bill  amended  section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948 
to  increase  the  scope  of  application  of  that  provision  of  law.  The 
House  bill,  among  other  things,  increased  from  $400,000  to  $2,000,000 
the  ceiling  upon  the  amount  authorized  to  be  allocated  to  a  project  in 
any  one  locality  and  provided  that  no  construction  should  be  under¬ 
taken  under  this  section  on  a  px'oject  with  a  Federal  cost  ixi  excess  of 
$1,000,000,  unless  that  project  had  been  appx'oved  by  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Wox-ks  of  the  House  of  Rejxx'e- 
sentatives  axid  the  Senate,  respectively. 

The  Senate  amendment  reduced  to  $1,000,000  the  amouiit  which  caxx 
be  allocated  to  a  project  for  any  one  locality  and  eliminated  com¬ 
pletely  the  px’ovisions  x’elating  to  approval  by  resolutions  of  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress. 

Tlie  px’oposed  confex’ence  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

EMERGENCY  FLTND 

Section  207  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section  5  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  August  18,  1941,  to  extend  the  application  of 
tlxe  emex'gency  fund  authorized  in  that  section  to  emergency  conditions 
relating  to  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shox-e  protection  neces¬ 
sary  to  px’otect  against  imminent  and  substantial  loss  of  life  and  prop- 
ei-t}%  and  for  the  x’epair  and  restoration  of  anv  federally  authorized 
hurricane  or  shore  protective  stx’uctxxre  damaged  or  destroyed  by  wind. 
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wave,  or  water  action  of  other  than  an  ordinary  nature  when  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  the  adequate  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  structure  for  hurricane  or  shore  protection. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

PARK  AND  RECREATIONAL  FACILITIES 

Section  208  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section  4  of  the  act 
of  December  22,  1944,  as  amended,  to  revise  existing  law  relating  to 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  construct,  maintain,  and 
operate  public  parks  and  recreational  facilities. 

This  revision  is  essentially  the  same  as  existing  law,  except  that — 

1.  Existing  law  is  expanded  to  include  recreational  facilities 
not  only  in  reservoir  areas  but  also  in  any  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  project  under  the  control  of  the  Army. 

2.  The  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  recreational 
facilities  is  authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  local  interests  (par¬ 
ticularly  those  to  be  operated  and  maintained  by  such  interests). 

The  Plouse  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

IMPROVEMENT,  RECONSTRUCTION,  AND  MAINTENANCE  OF  PUBLIC  ROADS 

Section  209  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section  207  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  to  substitute  a  revision  of  existing  law  re¬ 
lating  to  utilization,  construction,  and  relocation  of  public  roads  in 
connection  with  the  construction  of  flood  control,  navigation,  or  multi¬ 
ple-purpose  projects  for  the  development  of  water  resources. 

This  revision  is  essentially  the  same  as  existing  law  except  that  it 
has  been  expanded  to  include  irrigation  projects  constructed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  a  provision  has  been  added  that  whenever 
a  substitute  road  is  to  be  constructed,  if  a  State  or  political  subdivision 
thereof  requires  that  it  be  constructed  to  a  higher  standard  than  would 
otherwise  be  applicable  and  the  requesting  State  or  political  subdivi¬ 
sion  pays,  before  the  beginning  of  construction,  the  additional  neces¬ 
sary  costs,  then  such  road  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  at  the  re¬ 
quested  higher  standard.  Federal  costs  under  section  207(c)  of  the 
Flood  Control  iVct  of  1960  are  to  be  part  of  the  nonreimbursable 
project  costs. 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  on  this  subject. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

SAVANNAH  RIVER 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  grant  to  Duke  Power 
Co.  authority  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  dam  across  the 
Savannah  River  between  Anderson  County,  S.C.,  and  Elbert  County, 
Ga. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  deletes  this  authorization. 
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TROTTERS  SHOAL  RESERVOIR 

Section  210(b)  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  project  for 
Trotters  Shoal  Ileservoir  on  the  Savannah  Kiver  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $78,700,000  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  President. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  proimsed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  provision. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  SURVEYS 

Section  211  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  same  surveys 
for  flood  control  as  were  contained  in  the  House  bill,  and  added  other 
surveys. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  for  flood,  control  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Eufaula  and 
Keystone  Reservoirs,  Okla.,  on  the  water  supply  facilities  of  the  cities 
of  McAlester  and  Yale,  respectively,  to  determine  the  extent  of 
Federal  participation  in  the  replacement  of  such  facilities  in  equity 
without  regard  to  other  limitations. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  but  changes  the  phrase  “the  extent  of  Federal  participation” 
to  read  “the  e^rtent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation”  in  order  to  make 
it  clear  that  this  legislation  does  not  constitute  a  commitment  that  there 
will  necessarily  be  any  such  Federal  participation. 

CUMBERLAND  RIVER 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  for  flood  control  of  the 
Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn.,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  the 
Barkley  Dam  project,  on  the  water  supply  and  sewage  treatment 
facilities  of  Cadiz,  Kuttawa,  and  Eddyville,  Ky.,  and  the  State  peni¬ 
tentiary  at  Eddyville,  Ky.,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  extent  of 
Federal  participation  in  replacement  of  such  facilities  in  equity  with¬ 
out  regard  to  exsting  limitations. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  but  changes  the  phrase  “the  extent  of  Federal-  participation”  to 
read  “the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation”  in  order  to  make  it 
clear  that  this  legislation  does  not  constitute  a  commitment  that  there 
will  necessarily  be  any  such  Federal  participation. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  for  flood  control  of  the 
Missouri  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Oahe  and  Garri¬ 
son  Reservoirs,  North  and  South  Dakota,  on  the  sewage  treatment 
facilities  of  Bismarck  and  Mandan,  N.  Dak.,  respectively,  with  a  view 
to  determining  the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  the  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  without  regard  to  existing  limitations. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 
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The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  but  changes  the  phrase  “the  extent  of  Federal  participation”  to 
read  “the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation”  in  order  to  make  it 
clear  that  this  legislation  does  not  constitute  a  commitment  that  there 
will  necessarily  be  any  such  Federal  pai-ticipation. 

KASKASKIA  RIVER  LEVEES 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  with  respect  to  the  Kaskaskia 
River  levees,  Illinois,  a  review  of  I’equirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Tlie  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

PUGET  SOUND,  WASHINGTON 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  of  Puget  Sound,  Wash., 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  water  uses  and 
related  land  resources. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

HARBORS  AND  RIVERS  IN  HAIVAH 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  suiwey  of  harbors  and  rivers  in 
Hawaii. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

WAIMEA  RIVER,  KOKEE  AREA,  KAUAI,  HAWAH 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  for  multiple  purposes 
of  Waimea  River,  Kokee  area,  Kauai,  Hawaii. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

WAIPIO  RIVER,  ISLAND  OF  HAWAH 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  for  multiple  purpose 
development  of  Waipio  River,  Kohala-Hamakua  coast,  island  of 
Hawaii.  * 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

lAO  RIVER,  HAWAII 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  survey  of  lao  River,  Wailuku, 
Maui,  Hawaii. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

Section  212  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorizes  an  additional  $100,- 
000,000  for  continuing  the  works  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  to  be 
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undertaken  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under  the  comprehensive 
plan  adopted  by  section  9(a)  of  the  act  approved  December  22,  19-44. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  such  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  author¬ 
ization. 

CHICOT  COUNTY  BRIDGES 

Section  213  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  replace  the  bridge  over  Boeuf  River,  Chicot  County,  Ark., 
appi’oximately  3  miles  north  of  the  county  line,  and  the  bridge  over 
Big  Bayou,  Chicot  County,  Ark.,  approximately  2  miles  upstream  from 
its  contluence  with  the  Boeuf  River  which  were  destroyed  recently 
by  floods  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $115,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  these  bridges. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

IVILKESBORO  RESERVOIR 

^  Section  214  of  the  Senate  amendment  designates  the  Wilkesboro 
Reservoir  as  the  W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  honor  of  the  late 
Senator  Scott  of  North  Carolina. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Title  III — Wabash  Basin  Interagency  Water  Resources 

Commission 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  title  III  which  establishes  the 
Commission  to  be  known  as  the  Wabash  Basin  Interagency  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Commission. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  302  recites  the  necessity  for  a  full  and 
complete  investigation  and  study  and  survey  of  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources  within  the  Wabash  River  Basin  consisting  of  the  watershed  of 
the  entire  Wabash  River  and  its  tributaries,  located  within  the  States 
of  Indiana  and  Illinois. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  302  provides  the  Commission  will  be  the 
principal  agency  for  coordination  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  plans 
I  for  this  basin,  will  prepare  and  keep  up  to  date  the  comprehensive  inte¬ 
grated  joint  plan  for  such  basin;  will  recommend  a  long-range  sched¬ 
ule  of  priorities  for  collection  and  analysis  of  basic  data,  for  investiga¬ 
tion  and  project  planning,  and  for  construction  of  projects  in  the 
basin ;  and  will  foster  and  undertake  studies  of  water  resources  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  basin. 

Section  303  provides  for  the  composition  and  appointment  of  the 
Commission. 

Section  304  provides  for  the  organization  and  administration  of  the 
Commission. 

Section  305  provides  the  f mictions  and  duties  of  the  Commission. 
These  are  as  follows:  (1)  to  engage  in  such  activities,  and  make  such 
studies  and  investigations  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  section 
302,  (2)  to  submit  annually  to  the  President,  Congress,  and  other 
interested  agencies  a  report  on  its  work,  and  (3)  to  submit,  after 
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proper  clearance  with  intei-ested  agencies,  to  the  President,  a  com¬ 
prehensive  integrated  joint  plan  for  water  and  related  resources 
development  in  the  Wabash  Basin. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  305  provides  for  periodic  rej^orts  by 
individual  membere  of  tlie  Coimnission  to  the  agencies  or  States  or 
other  commissions  from  which  he  was  appointed. 

Section  306  provides  the  necessaiy  authority  to  hold  hearings,  take 
testimony,  print  and  distribute  proceedings  and  reports,  acquire 
space,  and  other  necessary  authority  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  title,  including  the  appointment  of  personnel. 

Section  307  provides  that  members  of  the  Commission  appointed 
from  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  shall  receive  no  additional 
compensation  and  that  certain  other  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $75  per  day  but  not  more 
than  $7,500  in  any  1  year. 

The  House  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

Tl\e  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  title. 

EARLY  HEARINGS 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  made  a  commitment  that 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  would  hold  public 
hearings  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  next  Congress  convenes  on 
the  following  projects  which  were  considered  by  the  conferees  and 
which  are  not  included  in  this  conference  report:  Cape  Fear  River 
Basin,  N.C. ;  Flint  River,  Ga. ;  the  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland 
River,  Ky.  and  Tenn. ;  Knowles  Dam  and  Resei-voir,  Flathead  River, 
Mont. ;  Bums  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River,  Idaho ;  Waurika 
Reclamation  project,  Oklahoma;  Savannah  River-Duke  Pow'er  Co., 
South  Carolina  and  Georgia,  and  Trotter’s  Shoal  Reservoir,  Savannah 
River. 

Clifford  Davis, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Rome. 
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Ernst  Papanek,  board  of  directors.  LID, 
1955 — :  director,  Wlltwyck  School. 

Herbert  W.  Payne,  board  of  directors,  LID, 
^946-52;  treasurer  1943-52;  late  vice  presl- 
ent.  Textile  Workers  Union  of  America  (de- 
ceWd) . 

D^othy  Pearson,  executive  committee, 
New  ^ork  chapter,  LID;  active  in  liberal 
movera^ts. 

Orlle  Fell,  board  of  directors,  LID;  educa¬ 
tion  and  n^earch  associate,  American  Labor 
Education  ^rvices. 

Elsie  Cole  >Phillips,  executive  committee, 
ISS,  1910-14;  v^e  president.  1910-11. 

William  Pick^s,  board  of  directors,  LID, 
1923-42;  authorX  former  field  secretary, 
NAACP  (deceased)' 

Ernest  Poole,  exe^tive  committee,  ISS, 
1908-18;  vice  president,  1912-18;  novelist; 
winner,  Pulitzer  Prize  (deceased). 

J.  S.  Potofsky,  boardNof  directors,  LID, 
1925-26;  president,  ACWA.' 

Eliot  D.  Pratt,  board  of'^irectors,  LID, 
1948-52;  national  council;  cmdrman,  board 
of  trustees,  Goddard  College. 

Sherman  D.  Pratt,  national  codicil,  LID; 
publicist. 

Paul  W.  Prelsler,  national  coundy,  LID, 
teacher;  attorney. 

Carl  Rachlin,  board  of  directors,  LID’nince 
1950;  former  president  New  York  chafer; 
labor  and  civil  liberties  attorney. 

Walter  Rautenstrauch,  former  board  oi 
directors,  LID;  professor  of  industrial  engi¬ 
neering,  Columbia  (deceased). 

Cleveland  Rodgers,  board  of  directors,  LID, 
in  forties;  formerly  editor,  Brooklyn  Eagle, 
and  member  New  York  City  Plaiming  Com¬ 
mission. 

George  E.  Roewer,  formerly  Boston  chap¬ 
ter;  legal  consultant;  labor  lawyer. 

Eleanor  Roosevelt,  recipient  of  LID  award, 
1953;  “First  Woman  of  the  World." 

George  Ross,  board  of  directors,  LID  since 
1948;  businessman;  secretary.  People’s  Edu¬ 
cational  Camp  Society. 

I.  M.  Rublnow,  executive  committee,  ISS, 
1913—17;  authority  on  social  Insurance. 

Charles  Edward  Russell,  frequent  lecturer 
for  league;  author;  writer. 

Stanley  Ruttenberg,  board  of  directors, 
LID,  1950-52;  director  of  research  and  edu¬ 
cation,  CIO. 

Helen  Sahler,  former  secretary.  New  York 
chapter;  sculptor;  painter  (deceased). 

Mary  R.  Sanford,  executive  committee, 
ISS,  1907-38;  treasmer,  1916-19;  vice  presi¬ 
dent,  LID,  1938-48;  publicist. 

-Joseph  Schlossberg,  board  of  directors. 
LIU,  1940 — ;  treasurer,  1945 — ;  secretary- 
treasurer,  emeritus,  ACWA;  member,  Boaj’i  ““ 
of  Higher  Education,  New  York  City. 

Karl  Scholz,  national  council,  LID;  »o- 
fessor  of  economics.  University  of  Penftsyl- 
vanla.  ^ 

Adelaide  Schulkind,  vice  president.  New 
York  chapter,  1954 — ;  secretary,  y^gue  for 
Mutual  Aid. 

Leroy  Scott,  secretary,  ISS,  19>^-17;  writer; 
novelist. 

Vida  D.  Scudder,  executtTve  committee, 
ISS,  1912-16;  vice  presldqift,  LID,  1921-54; 
late  professor  of  English  Uferature,  Wellesley 
(deceased).  X 

H.  D.  Sedgwick,  exe^tlve  committee,  ISS, 
1912-17;  educator;  writer  (deceased). 

Bert  Seldman,  ^mer  chairman.  Wash¬ 
ington  chapter;  nfeearch  department,  APL. 

Toni  Sender,  ftrequent  league  lecturer;  rep¬ 
resentative  of  rftematlonal  Confederation  of 
Trade  Union^,t  U.N. 

Boris  Shyhkin,  board  of  directors,  LID; 
economls^lFL. 

Uptoi^^inclair,  founder;  vice  president, 
ISS,  19^-17;  novelist. 

Wl^red  Smith,  national  council,  LID; 
forger  professor  of  English,  Vassar. 

orge  Soule,  board  of  directors,  LID;  au- 
lor;  economist;  professor  of  economics, 
Sennlngton  College. 


John  Spargo,  executive  committee,  ISS, 
1916-19;  writer. 

Sterling  Spero,  board  of  directors,  LID; 
professor  of  public  administration.  New  York 
University. 

Sidney  Stark,  Jr.,  national  council,  LID; 
businessman. 

Sidney  Stark,  long  LID  cooperator;  busi¬ 
nessman. 

Lincoln  Steffens,  frequent  lecturer,  LID; 
writer  (deceased). 

Charles  P.  Stelnmetz,  vice  president,  LID, 
1921-24;  inventor,  “electric  wizard”  (de¬ 
ceased). 

Helen  Phelps  Stokes,  executive  committee, 
ISS,  1907-21;  board  of  directors,  1921-40; 
vice  president,  1940  (deceased). 

J.  G.  Phelps  Stokes,  executive  committee, 
ISS,  1905-18;  president,  1907-18;  publicist. 

Benjamin  Stolberg,  former  board  of  direc¬ 
tors,  LID;  writer  (deceased) . 

George  Streator,  national  council.  LID; 
former  board  of  directors;  labor  editor. 

Caro  Lloyd  Strobell,  executive  committee, 
ISS,  1913-21;  writer. 

Louis  Stulberg,  board  of  directors,  LID; 
manager  Local  66,  ILGWU. 

Norman  Thomas,  executive  committee, 
ISS,  1918-21;  board  of  directors,  LID  since 
1821;  executive  committee,  1922-36;  So; 
cialist  leader;  author;  lecturer;  chairm; 
Post  War  World  Council. 

John  Thurber,  former  chairman,  Wash¬ 
ington  chapter,  LID;  labor  statistic!^  and 
istorian. 

lichard  C.  Tolman,  University  Illinois, 
ISsi^hyslclst  (deceased) . 

Asri^y  L.  Totten,  board  of  d^ectors,  LID, 
1951 — \  secretary-treasurer,  Qirotherhood  of 
Sleepln^^ar  Porters. 

Oswald  iSarrlson  Villard,  l^ard  of  directors, 
LID,  1933-^  former  ed^r  and  publisher, 
the  Nation  (d)^eased) . 

B.  Chamey  >^adec^  board  of  directors, 
LID  in  thirtlesX  buamess  manager,  Jewish 
Daily  Forward;  foVjjKr  New  York  City  Coun¬ 
cilman  (deceased 

Stephen  Vladafe,  ISoard  of  directors,  LID, 
1955 — ;  labor  ^(torney' 

William  C^Vladeck,\jjoard  of  directors, 
1953-55;  architect. 

Thorrte^  Veblen,  Natioil^  Council,  1925-^ 
29;  socic^glst  (deceased). 

Ann^r  Strunsky  Walling,  ^Vflve  member- 
since  ^^05. 

L^^etcalfe  Walling,  board  oK  directors, 
LIT^  1948-52;  former  admlnlstr^or.  Fair 
ibor  Practices:  attorney. 

William  English  Walling,  executlvl^com- 
mlttee,  ISS,  1912-18;  author;  social  scl^tlst 
(deceased). 

Agnes  A.  \Varbasse,  board  _  of  directol 
1925-26;  leading  cooperator  (deceased) 

Arthur  Warner,  board  of  directors,  LID, 

1921- 23;  writer,  editor  (deceased). 

Adolph  Warshow,  formerly  board  of  di¬ 
rectors,  LID;  businessman  (deceased). 

Morris  Welsz,  national  council,  LID;  labor 
economist. 

Mildred  Perlman  Westover,  secretary, 
SLID,  1952-53;  board  of  directors,  1953-55. 

Bertha  Poole  Weyl,  board  of  director,  LID, 

1922- 45:  vice  president  since  1946;  housewife. 

Bouck  White,  executive  committee,  ISS, 

1912-15;  author  (deceased). 

Samuel  S.  White,  national  council;  labor- 
management  relations. 

Pearl  Wlllen,  Board  of  directors,  LID.  since 
1952;  lecturer;  social  service. 

Norman  Williams,  Jr.,  board  of  directors. 
LID;  legal  department.  New  York  City  Plan¬ 
ning  Commission. 

William  Withers,  national  council,  LID; 
professor  of  economics.  Queens  College. 

Herman  Wolf,  board  of  director,  1953-55; 
public  relations. 

Helen  Sumner  Woodbury,  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  ISS,  and  director,  1917-24;  labor 
economist  (deceased) . 


Louis  Yagoda,  executive  committee, 

York  chapter;  New  York  State  Boaj 
Mediation. 

Phil  Ziegler,  national  council,  LIl^  editor. 
Railway  Clerk. 

Savel  Zlmand,  board  of  directors,  LID; 
1921-24;  writer;  health  educatMP 

Charles  Zimmerman,  boar^ of  directors. 
LID;  vice  president,  ILGWUjAnanager,  local 
22.  ' 

Chai’les  Zueblln,  exe^tive  committee, 
ISS,  1916-21;  author,  lec^rer  (deceased) . 

I^ESS 

The  SPEAKE^.  The  Chair  declares 
a  recess  subj^  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

Accordin^y  (at  1  o’clock  and  6  minutes 
p.m.)  the ^ouse  stood  in  recess  subject 
to  the  calrof  the  Chair. 


AFTER  RECESS 

le  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
yas  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at 
o’clock  and  35  minutes  p.m. 

FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate,  by 
Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  a  bill  of  the 
Senate  of  the  following  title: 

S.  3453.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Felix 
Nabor  Sabates. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11586)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  section 
502  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936, 
as  amended.’’ 

PUBLIC  WORKS  AUTHORIZATION 
BILL 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee  submitted 
the  following  conference  report  and 
statement  on  the  bill  (H  R.  13273)  au¬ 
thorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes; 

Conference  Report  (Rept.  No.  2557) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
13273)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows; 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“TITLE  I - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

“Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adqpted  and 
authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  super- 
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vision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  desig¬ 
nated;  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
March  2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered  14, 
Seventy -ninth  Congress,  first  session),  shall 
govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized 
in  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set 
forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  re¬ 
ports  for  works  of  Improvement  for  naviga¬ 
tion  or  fiood  control  and  for  irrigation  and 
purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if 
herein  set  forth  in  full: 

Navigation 

“Narraguagus  River,  Maine:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  530,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

“Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine;  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  118,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $205,000; 

"Searsport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  500,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $700,000; 

"Portland  Harbor,  Maine ;  House  Document 
Numbered  216,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,340,000; 

“Kennebunk  River,  Maine:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  459,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $270,000; 

"Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  River, 
Maine  and  New  Hampshire :  House  Document 
Numbered  482,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

"Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  341,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,100,000; 

“Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  516,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,752,000; 

“Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House 
Document  Numbered  350,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,843,000; 

“Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  River,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts:  Senate  Document  Numbered  126, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,050,000; 

“Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts;  Senate 
Document  Numbered  124,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,200,000; 

“Pawtuxet  Cove,  Rhode  Island:  House 
Document  Numbered  236,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $210,000; 

“Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  River  Waterway, 
New  York:  River  and  Harbor  Committee 
Document  Numbered  20,  Seventy-third  Con¬ 
gress,  for  the  further  partial  accomplishment 
of  the  approved  plan  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  to 
sums  previously  authorized,  $1,000,000; 

“Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  510,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,185,000; 

“Flushing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  551,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,695,000; 

“Buttermilk  Channel,  New  York:  House 
Document  Numbered  483,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,226,000; 

“Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Riv¬ 
ers,  New  Jersey  (channels  to  Port  Elizabeth) : 
Modification  of  the  existing  navigation  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1954  (Public  Law  780,  Eighty-third  Con¬ 
gress),  House  Document  Numbered  252,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plans  being  prepared  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  such  plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  President; 

“Raritan  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  455,  Eighty-sixth  Congress, 
maintenance; 

“Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting 
waters,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
580,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,068,000;  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
authorizing  reimbursement  to  local  interests 
for  the  Long  Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  Bridge; 


“James  River,  Virginia:  House  Dociunent 
Numbered  586,  Eighty-seventh  Congress  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $39,000,000:  Provided, 
That  this  authorization  shall  expire  after  a 
period  of  five  years  from  the  date  of  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor  of 
Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project  within 
that  time :  And  provided  further.  That  prior 
to  construction,  there  will  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  a  feasibility  report  which  takes 
account  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the 
project  on  seed  oyster  production; 

“Rollinson  Channel  and  channel  from 
Hatteras  Inlet  to  Hatteras,  North  Carolina; 
House  Document  Numbered  457,  Eighty-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,- 
000; 

“Wilmington  Harbor,  North  Carolina: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  114,  Eighty-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,- 
370,000; 

“Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia;  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  115,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $605,000; 

“Canaveral  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  140,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  the  estimated  cost  of  $5,076,000; 

“Key  West  Harbor,  Florida;  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  106,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $820,000; 

“Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor 
Channels,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $997,000; 

“Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama; 
Senate  Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$500,000; 

“Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  528,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $424,000; 

“Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study  to  be 
made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  with  a  view  to  providing  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generating  facilities  in  said 
dam,  and  his  report  on  such  study  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  within  the  first  period  of  sixty 
calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the 
f  Eighty-eighth  Congress; 

“Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi;  House 
Document  Numbered  560,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,870,000; 

“Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  Louisiana:  Senate  Doctunent  Num¬ 
bered  36,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $357,000; 

“The  project,  Mississippi  River,  Baton 
Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  barge  channel 
through  Devils  Swamp,  Louisiana  (Baton 
Rouge  Harbor),  authorized  by  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1946,  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  321, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1948,  is  hereby  further 
amended  to  provide  for  the  provision  as  re¬ 
quired,  of  suitable  dikes  and  other  retaining 
structures  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $299,500,  for 
the  construction  and  future  maintenance  of 
the  project,  in  order  to  provide  additional 
industrial  sites  with  water  frontage  which 
are  now  needed  to  permit  the  normal  de¬ 
velopment  and  expansion  of  the  industrial 
and  commercial  activities  of  the  locality: 
Provided,  That  local  Interests  contribute  the 
sum  of  $100,500  toward  the  cost  of  the  work; 

“Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand 
Calllou,  Du  Large,  and  connecting  channels, 
Louisiana,  and  Atchafalaya  River,  Morgan 
City  to  Gulf  of  Mexico:  House  Document 
Numbered  583,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $45,000; 

“Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana 
and  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  556, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $25,540,000:  Provided,  That  the  au¬ 
thority  to  make  such  modifications  as  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may 


be  advisable,  as  set  forth  in  House  Document 
Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
shall  be  Interpreted  to  apply  to,  but  not 
limited  to,  the  improvement  of  the  existing 
channels  at  proposed  channel  relocation  sites 
in  lieu  of  such  relocations; 

“Calcasieu  River  salt  water  barrier,  Louisi¬ 
ana:  House  Document  Numbered  582,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,310,000:  Provided,  That  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  is  directed  to  study  the  question  of  cost 
sharing  taking  into  account  that  measures 
for  mitigation  of  damages  from  navigation 
improvements  will  be  a  Federal  responsibility 
and  enhancement  effects  will  be  shared  on 
the  basis  of  a  50  per  centtun  Federal  and  50 
per  centum  non-Federal;  such  cost  sharing 
is  hereby  authorized  as  determined  to  be 
feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army  within  the 
first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Congress  after  the 
date  on  which  the  report  is  submitted  to  it 
unless  such  report  is  disapproved  by  the 
Congress; 

“Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Missouri; 
House  Document  Numbered  552,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$103,300; 

“Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Mlssovirl; 
Hoiise  Document  Numbered  419,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$195,000; 

“Sablne-Neches  Waterway,  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  553,  Elghty.-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,830,- 
000; 

“Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir, 
Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  215, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $9,162,000:  Provided,  That  nothing 
in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  author¬ 
izing  the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for 
establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge 
at  the  reservoir; 

“Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to 
Palacios,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered 
504,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $818,000; 

“GiUf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to 
Victoria,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered 
288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,590,000; 

“Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana: 
House  Document  Numbered  31,  Eighty-sixth 
Congress,  is  approved  and  there  is  hereby 
authorized  the  sum  of  $40,000,000  for  initia¬ 
tion  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  proj¬ 
ect; 

“Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  44,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,200,000; 

“Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River 
and  Minneapolis,  Minnesota:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  513,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 

“Ontonagon  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  287,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,741,000; 

“Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  474,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $609,000; 

“Leland  Harbor,  Michigan:  Hotise  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  413,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,000; 

“Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and 
Kipling,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  480,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $350,000; 

“Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin :  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  470,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,270,000; 

“Kenosha  Harbor,  Wisconsin :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  496,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $673,000; 

“Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House 
Document  Numbered  479,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $719,000; 

“Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House 
Document  Numbered  134,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,029,000; 
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“Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  Hovise  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  485,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,505,000; 

"Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and 
Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered  581, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $11,464,000; 

“New  Buffalo  Harbor.  Michigan;  House 
Document  Numbered  481,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $667,000; 

“Casevllle  Harbor,  Michigan;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  64,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $327,000; 

“Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  544,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,780,000; 

“Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document 
Numbered  609,  EHghty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $257,000; 

“Huron  Harbor,  Ohio;  House  Document 
Numbered  165,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000; 

“Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  527,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $888,000; 

“Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio :  House  Document 
Numbered  416.  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,179,000; 

“Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  340,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $671,000; 

“Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  451,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,797,000; 

“Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York; 
House  Document  Numbered  138,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$765,000; 

“Oswego  Harbor,  New  York;  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  471,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,180,000; 

“Dana  Point  Harbor,  California;  House 
Document  Numbered  632,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,730,000; 

“Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  518,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000; 

“Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Pruitvale 
Avenue  Bridge;  Senate  Document  Numbered 
75,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,750,000; 

“Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  353,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,775,000; 

“Noyo  River  and  Harbor,  California:  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Ntimbered  121,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,231,000; 

“Coltunbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers, 
Oregon  and  Washington:  House  Document 
Numbered  203,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $493,000; 

“Columbia  and  Lower  Willamette  Rivers 
below  Vancouver,  Washington,  and  Portland, 
Ck’egon:  House  Document  Numbered  452, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $20,100,000; 

“Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and 
Hylebos  Waterways,  Washington:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  104,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000; 

“Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House 
Document  Numbered  417,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $428,000; 

“Swinomish  Channel,  Washington:  House 
Document  Numbered  499,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $887,000; 

“Kaunakakal  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii: 
House  Document  Numbered  484,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,919,000; 

“The  project  for  Hilo  Harbor,  Hawaii,  au¬ 
thorized  by  Public  Law  645,  Eighty-sixth 
Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  for 
adjustment  of  the  cash  contribution  required 
of  local  Interest  in  accordance  with  recom¬ 
mendations  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  approved  by  the  President,  such  adjust¬ 
ment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date. 


“Beach  erosion 

“State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  416,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $88,000; 

“Fire  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to 
Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island,  New  York:  Modi¬ 
fication  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol  project  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress) ,  House  Document  Numbered 
411,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans,  which  will  include  a  sand  bypassing 
system  at  Fire  Island  Inlet,  being  prepared 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  such  plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  President; 

“Clark  Point,  New  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
House  Document  Numbered  684,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$60,000; 

“Virginia  Beach,  Virginia:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  382,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  periodic  nourishment; 

“Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity. 
North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered 
555,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $194,000; 

“Palm  Beach  County  from  Martin  County 
line  to  Lake  Worth  inlet  and  from  South 
Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Broward  County  line, 
Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  164, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $128,800; 

“Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  Florida; 
House  Document  Numbered  561,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$220,000; 

“San  Juan  and  vicinity,  Puerto  Rico: 
House  Document  Numbered  575,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$65,400; 

“Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Mlchlgan- 
Ohio  State  line  to  Marblehead,  Ohio:  House 
Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

“Sheffield  Lake  community  park,  Sheffield 
Lake  Village,  Ohio:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  414,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $100,300;  * 

“Ventura-Pierpont  area,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  458,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $515,000. 

“Orange  County,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  602,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,845,000. 

“Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  hereby  authorized  to  relmbxirse  local  in¬ 
terests  for  such  work  done  by  them  on  the 
beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  initiation  of  the  cooperative 
studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  proj¬ 
ects:  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may 
have  been  done  on  these  projects  is  approved 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  projects  herein  adopted: 
Provided  further,  That  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall 
not  take  precedence  over  other  pending  proj¬ 
ects  of  higher  priority  for  Improvements. 

“Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Act  approved  August  13, 
1946,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  July 
28,  1956  (33  UB.C.  426e-h),  pertaining  to 
shore  protection,  is  hereby  further  amended 
as  follows: 

“(1)  the  word  ‘one-third’  in  section  1(b) 
is  deleted  and  the  word  ‘one-half’  is  sub¬ 
stituted  therefor; 

“(2)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word 
‘located’  in  section  1(b)  :  ‘.  except  that  the 
costs  allocated  to  the  restoration  and  pro¬ 
tection  of  Federal  property  shall  be  borne 
fully  by  the  Federal  Government,  and,  fur¬ 
ther,  that  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  a  project  for  restoration  and  protection  of 
State,  county,  and  other  publicly  owned  shore 
parks  and  conservation  areas  may  be,  in  the 
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discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  not 
more  than  70  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
exclusive  of  land  costs,  when  such  areas: 
Include  a  zone  which  excludes  permanent 
human  habitation;  include  but  are  not 
limited  to  recreational  beaches:  satisfy  ade¬ 
quate  criteria  for  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  natural  resources  of  the  en¬ 
vironment;  extend  landward  a  sufficient  dis¬ 
tance  to  Include,  where  appropriate,  pro¬ 
tective  dunes,  bluffs,  or  other  natural  fea¬ 
tures  which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands 
from  damage;  and  provide  essentially  full 
park  facilities  for  appropriate  public  use,  all 
of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers’; 

“(3)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word 
‘supplemented’  in  section  1(e)  :  ‘,  or.  in  the 
case  of  a  small  project  under  section  3  of 
this  Act,  unless  the  plan  therefor  has  been 
approved  by  the  'Chief  of  Engineers’:  and 

“(4)  sections  2  and  3  are  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  to  reimburse  local  inter¬ 
ests  for  work  done  by  them,  after  initiation 
of  the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis 
for  the  project,  on  authorized  projects  which 
individually  do  not  exceed  $1,000,000  in  total 
cost:  Provided,  That  the  work  which  may 
have  been  done  on  the  projects  is  approved 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  authorized  projects:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall 
not  take  precedence  over  other  pending 
projects  of  higher  priority  for  Improvements. 

“  ‘Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  to  undertake  construction 
of  small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and 
protection  projects  not  specifically  authorized 
by  Congress,  which  otherwise  comply  with 
section  1  of  this  Act,  when  he  finds  that 
such  work  is  advisable,  and  he  is  further 
■authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropriations 
hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the 
Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  construction  of 
such  projects:  Provided,  That  not  more  than 
$400,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose 
for  any  single  project  and  the  total  amount 
allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  the 
Federal  participation  in  the  project  under 
this  section  including  periodic  nourishment 
as  provided  for  under  section  1(c)  of  this 
Act:  Provided  further.  That  the  provisions 
of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  1  of 
this  Act  shall  apply:  And  provided  further. 
That  the  work  shall  be  complete  in  Itself 
and  shall  not  commit  the  United  States  to 
any  additional  improvement  to  insure  its 
successful  operation,  except  for  participation 
in  periodic  beach  nourishment  in  accordance 
■with  section  1(c)  of  this  Act,  and  as  may 
result  from  the  normal  procedure  applying 
to  projects  authorized  after  submission  of 
survey  reports.’ 

“(b)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relat¬ 
ing  to  surveys  of  rivers  and  harbors  shall  ap¬ 
ply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore  protection 
and  section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
approved  July  3,  1930,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C. 
426) ,  is  modified  to  the  extent  inconsistent 
herewith. 

“(c)  ’The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall  apply  in  determining  the  amounts 
of  Federal  participation  in  or  payments  to¬ 
ward  the  costs  of  authorized  projects  which 
have  not  been  substantially  completed  prior 
to  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  through  the  Beach  Ero¬ 
sion  Board,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  re¬ 
compute  the  amounts  of  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  toward  the  costs  of  such  projects  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

“Sec.  104.  The  project  for  aquatic  plant 
control  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300)  is  hereby 
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modifled  to  provide  that  research  costs  and 
planning  costs  prior  to  construction  shall  be 
borne  fully  by  the  United  States  and  shall 
not  be  Included  In  the  cost  to  be  shared  by 
locfa  interests. 

-Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  Is 
authorized  to  convey  17.94  acres  of  land  lo¬ 
cated  at  old  lock  and  dam  numbered  7,  Ohio 
River,  to  the  city  of  Midland.  Pennsylvania, 
after  November  1,  1962,  for  public  park  and 
recreation  purposes,  without  monetary  con¬ 
sideration  but  subject  to  reversion  to  the 
United  States  if  not  utilized  for  public  park 
and  recreation  purposes  and  further  subject 
to  such  flowage  rights  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  operation  of  the  New  Cumber¬ 
land  lock  and  dam,  Ohio  River. 

"Sec.  106.  Section  110(f)  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297)  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  changing  the  period  to  a  comma  and 
adding  the  following;  ‘and  vipon  completion 
of  transfer  to  the  said  State  of  all  right, 
title,  and  Interest  of  the  United  States  In  and 
to  the  canal  in  accordance  with  the  agree¬ 
ment  executed  December  14,  1960,  between 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  said  State,  the  additional  sum  of 
$800,000  is  hereby  aitthorlzed  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  be  expended  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  or  by  said  State,  for  the  repair  and 
modification  of  any  canal  properties  and 
appurtenances,  notwithstanding  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  110(b)  hereof.’ 

"Sec.  107.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  prepare  and 
transmit  to  Congress,  at  the  earliest  practi¬ 
cable  date,  a  compilation  of  survey  and  re¬ 
view  reports  on  river  and  harbor  and  flood 
control  improvements,  similar  to  that  pre¬ 
pared  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  March 
4,  1913,  revised  in  accordance  with  the  Acts 
of  July  3,  1930,  August  30,  1935,  and  May  17, 
1950,  and  printed  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  214,  Eighty-second  Congress,  first  ses¬ 
sion. 

“Sec.  108.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  perform  such  work  as  may  be 
necessary  to  provide  for  the  repair  and  res¬ 
toration  of  lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on  the 
Big  Sandy  River;  Provided,  That  the  work 
authorized  herein  shall  have  no  effect  on  the 
condition  that  local  interests  shall  operate 
and  maintain  the  strricture  and  related 
properties  as  required  by  the  Act  of  Con¬ 
gress  approved  August  6,  1956  (70  Stat. 
1062)  ;  And  provided  further.  That  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  expended  from  ap¬ 
propriations  hereafter  made  for  civil  func¬ 
tions  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  repair  and  restoration  of  lock  and  dam 
numbered  3  on  the  Big  Sandy  River,  not  to 
exceed  $200,000. 

“Sec.  109.  The  body  of  water  designated 
as  the  Redondo  Beach  Harbor,  California, 
shall  be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as 
the  Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor,  California. 
Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record, 
or  other  paper  of  the  United  States  in  which 
such  body  of  water  is  referred  to  shall  be 
held  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Redondo  Beach 
King  Harbor,  California. 

“Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  made  at  the  following  named 
localities  and  subject  to  all  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1950; 

“Falmouth  Harbor,  Maine. 

“Channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer 
Island,  Massachusetts. 

“Little  Egg  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

“Brigantine  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

“Corsons  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

“Kings  Bay  Deepwater  Channel,  Georgia. 

“Auglaize  River  at  Wapakoneta,  Ohio. 

“Surveys  of  the  coastal  areas  of  the  United 
States  and  its  possessions.  Including  the 
shores  of  the  Great  Lakes,  in  the  interest  of 
beach  erosion  control,  hurricane  protection 


and  related  purposes;  Provided,  That  sur¬ 
veys  of  particular  areas  shall  be  authorized 
by  appropriate  resolutions  of  either  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States 
Senate  or  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

“Sec.  111.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962’. 

“title  n - FLOOD  CONTROL 

“Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress) ,  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized 
in  this  title  except  that  for  any  channel  im¬ 
provement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of 
said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law; 
Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  any 
flood  control  project  herein  adopted  requir¬ 
ing  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years 
from  the  date  on  which  local  Interests  are 
notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said 
time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  co¬ 
operation  will  be  furnished. 

“Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law 
Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress, 
second  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  pro¬ 
cedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

“Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and 
the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  ac¬ 
cordance  witl\  the  plans  in  the  respective 
reports  hereinafter  designated  and  subject 
to  the  conditions  set  forth  therein ;  Provided, 
That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications,  and 
preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any 
project  authorized  in  this  title  with  funds 
from  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  flood 
control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inaugura¬ 
tion  of  a  construction  program;  Provided 
further.  That  the  projects  authorized  here¬ 
in  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and 
prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  budgetary  requirements;  And 
provided  further.  That  penstocks  and  other 
similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future 
use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in 
this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power 
Commission. 

"New  England- Atlantic  coastal  area 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Wareham-Marlon,  Massachusetts,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
548,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,811,500. 

“The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane- 
flood  protection  at  Point  Judith,  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  521,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,414,000. 

“The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane- 
flood  control  protection  at  Narragansett  Pier, 
Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
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tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  195,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,152,000. 

"Long  Island  Sound  area 
“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  New  London,  Connecticut,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
478,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,401,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  at  Westport,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  412, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $217,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  at  Mystic,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,490,000. 

"Housatonic  River  Basin 
“The  project  fbr  flood  protection  on  the 
Naugatuck  River  at  Ansonla-Derby,  Con¬ 
necticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  437,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $5,620,000. 

"Hudson  River  Basin 

‘"Tlie  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rond- 
out  Creek  and  Wallklll  River  and  their  trib¬ 
utaries,  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  113, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,111,000. 

"New  Jersey -Atlantic  coastal  area 
“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  and  beach  erosion  control  on  Raritan 
Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New  Jersey,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
464,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 

"Susquehanna  River  Basin 
“The  project  for  construction  of  the  Fall 
Brook  and  Ayleworth  Creek  Reservoirs,  and 
local  flood  protection  works  on  the  Lacka¬ 
wanna  River  at  Scranton,  Pennsylvania,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  141,  Elighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,596,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Juniata  River  and 
tributaries,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  565,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$32,150,000;  Provided,  That  installation  of 
the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  be 
made  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  sub¬ 
mit  a  reexamination  report  to  the  Congress 
for  authorization. 

"Delaware  River  Basin 
“The  project  for  the  comprehensive  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin,  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  Dela¬ 
ware,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  522,  EHghty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $192,400,000. 

"Potomac  River  Basin 
“The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the 
Potomac  River,  Maryland  and  West  Virginia, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
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469,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $50,965,000. 

"Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area 

“The  project  for  hnrricance-flood  protec¬ 
tion  at  Norfolk,  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  354,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,537,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Wrightsvllle 
Beach,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  511,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$345,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Carolina  Beach 
and  vicinity.  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  EIngineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  418,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an.  estimated  cost  of 
$739,000. 

"Apalachicola  River  Basin,  Georgia 

“The  project  for  the  West  Point  Reser¬ 
voir,  Chattahoochee  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  In  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  570, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $52,600,000. 

"Central  and  southern  Florida 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern 
Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 
and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby 
modlfled  to  include  the  following  items : 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  of  West 
Palm  Beach  Canal  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  146,  Eighty-sev¬ 
enth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,220,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Boggy 
Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  125, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,176,000. 

“The  project  for  South  Dade  County, 
Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $13,388,000. 

“The  project  for  Shingle  Creek,  Florida, 
between  Clear  Lake  and  Lake  Tohopekaliga, 
for  flood  control  and  major  drainage  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  139,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,250,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  obligation  shall  be  incurred 
for  development  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp 
as  a  wildlife  management  area  unless  the 
State  or  one  or  more  other  non-Federal  en¬ 
titles  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement 
in  advance  to  assirme  at  least  50  per  centum 
of  the  cost  associated  with  that  feature  of 
the  project. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  in  the 
Cutler  drain  area,  Florida,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  123,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,- 
063,000:  Provided,  That  local  interests  shall 
receive  credit  in  the  Contributed  Fund  Ac- 
cotmt  of  the  project  for  moneys  shown  to 
have  been  spent  after  March  1,  1960,  for  con¬ 
struction  of  units  of  the  authorized  plan  for 
Cutler  Drain:  Provided  further.  That  such 
completed  work  must  be  inspected  and  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  consti¬ 


tuting  useful  parts  of  the  authorized  plan: 
And  provided  further.  That  the  credit  estab¬ 
lished  shall  be  in  accordance  with  cost  shar¬ 
ing  arrangements  for  the  central  and  south¬ 
ern  Florida  flood  control  project  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $124,000. 

"Green  Swamp  region,  Florida 

“The  project  for  the  Four  River  Basin,  Flor¬ 
ida,  namely  the  Hillsborough,  Oklawaha, 
Withlacoochee,  and  Peace  Rivers,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  585, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $57,760,000:  Provided,  That  the  cost 
sharing  shall  be  as  recommended  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  in  House  Document 
Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress: 
And  provided  further.  That  planning  and 
construction  on  the  Lowery-Mattie  Conser¬ 
vation  Area  and  its  appurtenant  works  is  de¬ 
ferred  until  additional  studies  are  made 
thereon,  and  a  further  report  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

"Pascagoula  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Chunky  Creek,  Chickasa-s^iay  and  Pascagoula 
Rivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  549,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,740,000. 

"Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River  adopted 
by  the  Act  approved  May  15,  1928,  as 
amended  by  subsequent  Acts,  is  hereby 
modifled  and  expanded  to  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  item : 

“(a)  Monetary  authorizations  heretofore 
and  hereafter  made  available  to  the  project 
or  any  portion  thereof  shall  be  combined 
into  a  single  sum  and  be  available  for  appli¬ 
cation  to  any  portion  of  the  project. 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1929,  as  amended,  is 
hereby  modifled  and  expanded  to  Include 
construction  of  certain  improvements  in  Gin 
and  Muddy  Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
plans  on  file  in  the  Offlce,  Chief  of  Engineers, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  such  plans  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane -flood  protec¬ 
tion  on  the  Mississippi  River  Delta  at  and 
below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  550, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,502,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red 
River  in  Natchitoches  and  Red  River  Parishes, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  476,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,293,000. 

“The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River 
Basin,  Mississippi,  a  unit  in  the  Mississippi 
River  and  tributaries  project,  shall  hereafter 
be  known  and  designated  as  the  Will  M. 
Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel  in  honor 
of  the  late  Member  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  Third  District  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  United  States  Army,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  erect  appropriate 
markers  along  the  auxiliary  channel  desig¬ 
nating  the  project  “The  Will  M.  Whittington 
Auxiliary  Channel”.  Any  law,  regulation, 
document,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in 
which  such  project  is  designated  or  referred 
to  under  the  name  of  lower  auxiliary  channel, 
Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be  held 


and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by 
the  name  of  “Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary 
Channel”. 

"Buffalo  Bayou 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince 
and  Little  Vince  Bayous,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  441,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $2,224,000. 

"Gulf  of  Mexico 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Port  Arthur  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
505,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $23,380,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Freeport  and  vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Nrunbered  495, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,780,000. 

"Trinity  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
East  Fork  of  the  Trinity  River,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  susbtantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
554,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $23,760,000. 

“The  project  for  extension  of  the  Fort 
Worth  Floodway,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
454,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,148,000. 

"Brazos  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  River, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  591,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $20,250,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Clear  Fork  of  the  Brazos  River  at  and  in 
the,  vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  506,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $31,200,000. 

"Tularosa  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Ala¬ 
mogordo,  New  Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  473,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,040,000. 

"Rio  Grande  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Las 
Cruces,  New  Mexico,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
117,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,350,000. 

“Arkansas  River  Basin 

“The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas 
River,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  construction  of  a  sewage  outfall 
system  for  the  city  of  Russellville,  Arkansas, 
substantially  in  accordance  with  plans  of 
said  city,  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,400,000. 

“The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  cause  an  immediate 
study  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  of  bank  erosion  on  the 
Arkansas  River  between  about  river  mile  455, 
near  Muskogee,  Oklahoma,  and  about  river 
mile  495,  near  Coweta,  Oklahoma.  Such 
project  or  projects,  because  of  its  or  their 
emergency  nature,  are  hereby  authorized  as 
determined  to  be  feasible  and  justified  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the 
Army  with  the  approval  of  the  President  un- 
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less  within  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar 
days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress 
efter  the  date  on  which  the  report  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  It  such  report  is  disapproved  by 
the  Congress:  Provided,  That  the  require¬ 
ments  L'or  cooperation  shall  Include  provi¬ 
sions  that  local  Interests  shall  furnish  all 
h  uds,  easements,  and  rights-of-way:  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages;  maintain  and  operate  after  completion; 
aiad  make  a  cash  contribution  In  recognition 
of  any  special  benefits :  And  provided  further, 
That  with  respect  to  any  work  found  justi¬ 
fied  in  the  vicinity  of  Wybark,  Oklahoma, 
local  interests  shall  meet  the  requirements 
as  stated  and  shall  make  a  cash  contribution 
of  not  less  than  $150,000  which  shall  include 
the  value  of  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  required  to  be  furnished,  and  the 
value  of  goods  and  services  provided  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  project  installation  on  a  basis  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers:  Provided, 
That  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government 
shall  not  exceed  $2,000,000. 

"The  project  for  improvement  of  the 
Verdigris  River  and  tributaries,  Oklahoma 
and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  563,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $62,400,000. 

"The  project  for  fiood  protection  on  Big 
Hill  Creek,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  577,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,785,000. 

"The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Ar¬ 
kansas  River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$83,230,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the 
reservoir. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow 
Creek,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  531,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,560,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Dodge  City,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
498,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,133,000. 

"White  River  Basin 

"The  flood  protection  project  for  Village 
Creek,  Jackson  and  Lawrence  Counties,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,968,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vil¬ 
lage  Creek,  White  River,  and  Mayberry  Levee 
Districts,  Arkansas  is  hereby  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  construction  of  a  pumping  plant, 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
677,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
additional  cost  of  $1,018,000. 

"Red  River  Basin 

"That  the  general  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  on  Red  River  below  Deni¬ 
son  Dam  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  local  co¬ 
operation  requirements  of  the  McKinney 
Bayou,  Arkansas  and  Texas,  Manlece  Bayou, 
Arkansas,  and  East  Point,  Louisiana,  projects 
so  as  to  bring  such  requirements  in  accord 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  approval  of  the  President, 
such  adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date. 


The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and 
Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,100,- 
000,  subject  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  of  the 
President. 

"The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita 
River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Docrunent  Numbered  144,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,410,000. 

"The  modification  of  the  Broken  Bow 
Reservoir,  Moimtain  Pork  River,  Oklahoma, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  137,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $23,800,000. 

"The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuska- 
home  Reservoirs,  Klamlchl  River,  Okla¬ 
homa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  145,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $29,748,000. 

"The  project  providing  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  two  experimental  water  quality  study 
projects  in  the  Arkansas-Red  River  Basins, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
105,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $300,000. 

“Missouri  River  Basin 

“(a)  The  Kayslnger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage 
River,  Missouri,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  578,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of 
$43,245,000:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the 
reservoir. 

"(b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  River, 
Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  Colorado,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  122,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $88,070,- 
000:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for 
the  Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyons  Creek  is 
deferred  at  this  time,  subject  to  submission 
of  a  new  feasibility  report  to  the  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  which  shall  take  into  ac¬ 
count  the  water  and  related  land  resource 
development  plans  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  the  Kansas  Water  Resources  Board, 
and  Lyons  Creek  Watershed  Joint  District 
Numbered  41,  and  preparation  of  said  report 
is  hereby  authorized. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  White 
Clay  Creek  at  Atchison,  Kansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  151, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,495,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pa- 
pillion  Creek  and  tributaries,  Nebraska,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
475,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,122,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian 
Creek,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  438,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

"The  project  for  Grand  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  North  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  674, 


Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,670,000:  Provided,  That  the  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  constructed,  operated,  and  main¬ 
tained  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

"The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  on 
the  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Floyd 
River,  Iowa,  authorized  by  Public  Law  85- 
500,  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  417, 
Eighty-fourth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified 
to  read  as  follows:  "Provided,  That  respon¬ 
sible  local  interests  give  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will  (a)  furnish  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project;  (b)  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  (c)  make  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  necessary  road,  highway, 
highway  bridges  other  than  those  required  to 
carry  Interstate  Highway  29  over  the  relo¬ 
cated  Floyd  River,  and  utility  alterations  and 
additions;  (d)  contribute  in  cash  0.84  per 
centum  of  the  estimated  first  cost  of  the 
work  for  which  the  United  States  would  be 
responsible,  a  contribution  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $65,000;  (e)  upon  authorization  of 
the  project,  to  take  all  possible  action  under 
Iowa  law,  short  of  actual  purchase,  to  pre¬ 
vent  additional  developments  within  the 
right-of-way  that  might  increase  the  overall 
cost  of  the  project;  and  (f)  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army.” 

“Ohio  River  Basin 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Kokosing  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
220,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,438,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Wabash  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Mount 
Carmel,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  573,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,417,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mad  River  above  Huffman  Dam,  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Nrunbered 
439,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

"The  project  for  the  Kentucky  River,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $26,020,000. 

"The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Guyandot  River  and 
tributaries.  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  669,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  second  session,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $60,477,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Buckhannon  River,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  43, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,206,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab 
Creek  at  Youngstown,  Ohio,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Nxunbered  440,  Eighty- 
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seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,268,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendation*  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  587,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $55,307,000:  Provided,  That 
nothing  In  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
authorizing  the  acquisition  of  additional 
lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  wildlife 
refuge  In  this  project. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Allegheny  River  at  Salamanca,  New  York, 
Is  hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  166,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,390,000. 

“The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylva¬ 
nia,  Is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  95,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $23,102,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  trib¬ 
utaries,  Illinois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  85-500)  is 
hereby  modlfled  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  adjust  the  cash  contribution 
required  of  local  interests  to  such  amount 
as  is  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  approved  by  the  President,  such 
adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  prac¬ 
ticable  date. 

"tipper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and 
tributaries,  Illinois,  Wisconsin,  and  Indiana, 
Is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  472,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $71,465,000. 

“The  project  for  Rend  Lake,  Illinois,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Niunbered 
541,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $35,500,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  at  and  In  the  vicinity  of 
Guttenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  286,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$729,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Mississippi  River  between  Salnte  Genevieve 
and  Saint  Marys,  Missouri,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
In  House  Document  Numbered  519,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,500,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Harrisonville  and  Ivy 
Landing  Drainage  and  Levee  District  Num¬ 
bered  2,  Illinois,  Is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  542,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,112,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage 
and  Levee  District  Numbered  3,  Illinois,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
543,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $986,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee 
and  Sanitary  District,  Illinois,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  In  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
In  House  Document  Numbered  540,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$921,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rich¬ 
land  Creek,  Illinois,  Is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 


ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Dociunent  Numbered  571,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,995,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Joanna  Reservoir, 
Salt  River,  Missouri,  Is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  607,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$63,300,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Pecatonica  River,  Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
539,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $850,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rock 
River  at  Rockford,  Illinois,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  In  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  142,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,228,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River  ur¬ 
ban  areas  from  Hampton,  Illinois,  to  mUe 
300,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Niun¬ 
bered  664,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,289,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River 
urban  areas  from  Hampton,  Illinois,  to  Cass- 
ville,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House 
Document  Numbered  450,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Kickapoo  River,  Wis¬ 
consin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  657,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$15,670,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Warroad  River  and  Bull  Dog  Creek,  Minne¬ 
sota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  449,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $972,000. 

"Great  Lakes  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
River  Rouge,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,659,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Sandusky  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  136,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,300,000. 

"Gila  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  Camelsback  Reservoir, 
Gila  River,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  sub-  ■ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  127,  Eflghty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,770,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock  Reservoir, 
Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  116,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $18,255,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pinal 
Creek,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Ehiglneers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  612,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,300,000. 
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"Truckee  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Truckee  River  and  tributaries,  California  and 
Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  435,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 

"San  Francisco  Bay  area 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Ala¬ 
meda  Creek,  California,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  128,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$14,680,000. 

“The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin 
County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  545,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,534,000; 
Provided,  That  local  interests  shall  contrib¬ 
ute  in  cash  3  per  centum  of  the  Federal 
construction  of  the  Rose  Valley  unit  with  a 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $158,000. 

"San  Joaquin  River  Basin 

“The  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus 
River,  California,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944  (58 
Stat.  887) ,  is  hereby  modifled  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  453,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000:  Provided, 
That  upon  completion  of  construction  of 
the  dam  and  powerplant  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  the  project  shall  become  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and 
be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws,  except  that  the  flood  control 
operation  of  the  project  shall  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  rules  and  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  Stanislaus  River 
Channel,  from  Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San 
Joaquin  River,  shall  be  maintained  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  a  capacity  of  at 
least  eight  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second 
subject  to  the  condition  that  responsible 
local  interests  agree  to  maintain  private 
levees  and  to  prevent  encroachment  on  the 
existing  channel  and  floodway  between  the 
levees:  Provided  further.  That  before  in¬ 
itiating  any  diversion  of  water  from  the 
Stanislaus  River  Basin  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  deter¬ 
mine  the  quantity  of  water  required  to  sat¬ 
isfy  all  existing  and  anticipated  future  needs 
within  that  basin  and  the  diversions  shall 
at  all  times  be  subordinate  to  the  quantities 
so  determined:  Provided  further.  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  adopt  appropriate 
measures  to  insure  the  preservation  and 
propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  New 
Melones  project  and  shall  allocate  to  the 
preservation  and  propagation  of  flsh  and 
wildlife,  as  provided  in  the  Act  of  August 
14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080) ,  an  appropriate  share 
of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  Stanislaus 
River  division  and  of  operating  and  main¬ 
taining  the ,  same :  Provided  further.  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  connection 
with  the  New  Melones  project,  construct 
b£isic  public  recreation  facilities,  acquire  land 
necessary  for  that  purpose,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  such  facilities  and  acquiring  such 
lands  to  be  nonreimbursable  and  nonreturn- 
able:  Provided  further.  That  contracts  for 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional  elec¬ 
tric  energy  available  from  the  Central  Valley 
project  power  system  as  a  result  of  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  plants  herein  authorized 
and  their  integration  with  that  system  shall 
be  made  in  accordance  with  preferences  ex- 
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pressed  in  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  ex¬ 
cept  that  a  first  preference,  to  the  extent  as 
n,"eded  and  as  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  but  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of 
such  additional  energy,  shall  be  given,  un¬ 
der  reclamation  law,  to  preference  customers 
In  Tuolumne  and  Calaveras  Counties,  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  for  use  In  that  county,  who  are 
ready,  able,  and  willing,  within  twelve 
months  after  notice  of  availability  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  for  the  energy  and  that  Tuolumne 
and  Calaveras  County  preference  customers 
may  exercise  their  option  in  the  same  date 
in  each  successive  fifth  year  providing  writ¬ 
ten  notice  of  their  intention  to  use  the  ener¬ 
gy  is  given  to  the  Secretary  not  less  than 
eighteen  months  prior  to  said  dates:  And 
provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  give  consideration  during  the  precon¬ 
struction  planning  for  the  New  Melones  proj¬ 
ect  to  the  advisability  of  including  storage 
for  the  regulation  of  streamflow  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  downstream  water  quality  control. 

“The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Fresno  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $14,338,000. 

“The  Buchanan  Reservoir,  Chowchilla 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  98,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$13,585,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Mor¬ 
mon  Slough,  Calaveras  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
576,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,960,000. 

“Russian  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  547,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$42,400,000. 

“Redwood  Creek  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red¬ 
wood  Creek,  Humboldt  County,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  497,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $2,580,000. 

“Los  Angeles  River  Basin 

“In  addition  to  previous  authorizations, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the  prosecution  of 
the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los  Angeles 
River  Basin  approved  in  the  Act  of  Aixgust 
18,  1941,  as  amended  and  supplemented  by 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress. 

“Rogxie  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon 
and  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  566,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $106,700,000, 
subject  to  the  conditions  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  specified  in  said  report:  Provided,  That 
the  project  is  to  be  located,  constructed, 
and  operated  to  accomplish  the  benefits  as 
set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  and  ap¬ 
pendixes:  And  provided  further.  That  in  the 
years  of  short  water  supply  all  water  users 
will  share  the  available  water  in  the  same 
proportions  that  they  would  share  the  total 
full  supply  when  it  is  available,  and  that 
no  further  water-use  allocations  will  be  made 
from  the  authorized  storage  so  as  to  retain 
the  maxln'ium  possible  benefits  to  authorized 


uses  during  the  periods  of  adversity  when 
storage  shortages  occur. 

“Columbia  River  Basiii 

“The  projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  including  the  Willamette  River 
Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  June  28,  1938,  and  subsequent  Acts  of 
Congress,  including  the  Flood  Control  Acts 
of  May  17,  1950,  September  3,  1954,  July  3, 
1958,  and  July  14,  1960,  are  hereby  modified 
to  include  the  projects  listed  below  for  flood 
control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  (including  the  Willamette  River 
Basin)  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  403,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress:  Provided,  That  the  depth 
and  width  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the 
Columbia-Snake  River  barge  navigation  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  established  as  fourteen  feet  and 
two  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  respectively,  at 
minimum  regulated  flow. 

“Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and 
Washington; 

"Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North 
Fork,  Clearwater  River,  Idaho; 

“Strube  Reregulating  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
South  Fork,  McKenzie  River,  Oregon; 

“Gate  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Gate 
Creek,  Oregon; 

“Fern  Ridge  Dam  and  Reservoir  modifica¬ 
tion,  Long  Tom  River,  Oregon; 

“Cascadia  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  San- 
tiam  River,  Oregon. 

“The  project  for  the  Ririe  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Willow  Creek,  Idaho,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  562, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,027,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Blackfoot  River,  Idaho,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  568, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $829,000. 

"Wynoochee  River 

“The  project  for  the  Wynoochee  River, 
Washington,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  601,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,211,000: 
Provided,  That  the  installation  of  the  power¬ 
generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made  tintll 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  re¬ 
examination  report  to  the  Congress  for 
authorization. 

“Cook  Inlet,  Alaska 

“The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet, 
Alaska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

“Sec.  204.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  develop¬ 
ing  hydroelectric  power  and  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  economic  development  of 
and  to  foster  the  establishment  of  essential 
industries  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  for 
other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  to  construct  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  operate  and 
maintain  the  Crater-Long  Lakes  division  of 
the  Snettisham  project  near  Juneau,  Alaska. 
The  works  of  the  division  shall  consist  of 
pressure  tunnels,  surge  tanks,  penstocks,  a 
powerplant,  transmission  facilities,  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities,  all  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$41,634,000. 

“(b)  Electric  power  and  energy  generated 
at  the  division  except  that  portion  required 
in  the  operation  of  the  division,  shall  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  encourage  the  most 


widespread  use  thereof  at  the  lowest  pos¬ 
sible  rates  to  consumers  consistent  with 
sound  business  principles.  Rate  schedules 
shall  be  drawn  having  regard  to  the  reco\  - 
ery  of  the  costs  of  producing  and  transmit¬ 
ting  the  power  and  energy,  including  the 
amortization  of  the  capital  Investment  over 
a  reasonable  period  of  years,  with  interest  at 
the  average  rate  (which  rate  shall  be  certi¬ 
fied  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury)  paid 
by  the  United  States  on  its  marketable  long¬ 
term  securities  outstanding  on  the  date  of 
this  Act  and  adjusted  to  the  nearest  one- 
eighth  of  1  per  centum.  In  the  sale  of 
such  power  and  energy,  preference  shall  be 
given  to  Federal  agencies,  public  bodies,  and 
cooperatives.  It  shall  be  a  condition  of 
every  contract  made  under  this  Act  for  the 
sale  of  power  and  energy  that  the  purch.aser, 
if  it  be  a  purchaser  for  resale,  will  deliver 
power  and  energy  to  Federal  agencies  or 
facilities  thereof  within  its  transmission  area 
at  a  reasonable  charge  for  the  use  of  its 
transmission  facilities.  All  receipts  from  the 
transmission  and  sale  of  electric  power  and 
energy  generated  at  said  division  shall  be 
covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  the  credit  of  miscellaneous  receipts. 

“(c)  The  appropriate  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  perform  any  and  all  acts  and  enter 
into  such  agi'eements  as  may  be  appropriate 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  into  full  force  and  effect.  Including 
the  acquisition  of  rights  and  property,  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  when  an  appro¬ 
priation  shall  have  been  made  for  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  construction  or  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  in  the  case  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  said  division,  may,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  construction  or  operation 
and  maintenance  of  such  division,  enter  into 
contracts  for  miscellaneous  services  for  ma¬ 
terials  and  supplies,  as  well  as  for  construc¬ 
tion,  which  may  cover  such  periods  of  time 
as  the  appropriate  Secretary  may  consider 
necessary  but  in  which  the  liability  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  contingent  upon  ap¬ 
propriations  being  made  therefor. 

“Sec.  205.  Section  205  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701s), 
is  amended  (a)  by  striking  out  ‘$10,000,000’ 
and  inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  ‘$25,000,000’, 
(b)  by  striking  out  the  term  ‘small  flood 
control  projects’  and  Inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  term  ‘small  projects  for  flood  control 
and  related  purposes’,  and  (c)  by  striking 
out  'Provided,  That  not  more  than  $400,000 
shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  at  any 
single  locality  from  the  appropriations  for 
any  one  fiscal  year’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘Provided,  That  not  more  than  $1,- 
000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section 
for  a  project  at  any  single  locality  and  the 
amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  com¬ 
plete  Federal  participation  in  the  project’. 

“Sec.  206.  The  first  sentence  of  section  5  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  18, 
1941,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701n) ,  is  hereby 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ‘That 
there  is  hereby  authorized  an  emergency 
fund  in  the  amount  of  $15,000,000  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  in  flood  emergency  preparation,  in 
flood  fighting  and  rescue  operations,  or  in 
the  repair  or  restoration  of  any  flood  control 
work  threatened  or  destroyed  by  flood,  in¬ 
cluding  the  strengthening,  rising,  extending, 
or  other  modification  thereof  as  may  be 
necessary  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  for  the  adequate  functioning  of 
the  work  for  flood  control;  in  the  emergency 
protection  of  federally  authorized  hurricane 
or  shore  protection  being  threatened  when  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  such 
protection  is  warranted  to  protect  against 
imminent  and  substantial  loss  to  life  and 
property;  in  the  repair  and  restoration  of  any 
federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  pro¬ 
tective  structure  damaged  or  destroyed  by 
wind,  wave,  or  water  action  of  other  than  an 
ordinary  nature  when  in  the  discretion  of  the 
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Chief  of  Engineers  such  repair  and  restora¬ 
tion  is  warranted  for  the  adequate  function¬ 
ing  of  the  structure  for  hurricane  or  shore 
protection. 

“Sec.  207.  Section  4  of  the  Act  enUtled 
“An  Act  authorizing  the  construction  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors 
for  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes”, 
approved  December  22,  1944,  as  amended 
by  section  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
July  24,  1946,  and  by  section  209  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is  hereby  further 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  4.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
is  authorized  to  construct,  maintain,  and 
operate  public  park  and  recreational  facili¬ 
ties  at  water  resource  development  projects 
under  the  control  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  to  permit  the  construction  of  such 
facilities  by  local  Interests  (particularly 
those  to  be  operated  and  maintained  by  such 
Interests) ,  and  to  permit  the  maintenance 
and  operation  of  such  facilities  by  local  in¬ 
terests.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  also 
authorized  to  grant  leases  of  lands,  includ¬ 
ing  structures  or  facilities  thereon,  at  water 
resource  development  projects  for  such  pe¬ 
riods,  and  upon  such  terms  and  for  such 
purposes  as  he  may  deem  reasonable  in  the 
public  interest :  Provided,  That  leases  to  non¬ 
profit  organizations  for  park  or  recreational 
purposes  may  be  granted  at  reduced  or  nom¬ 
inal  considerations  in  recognition  of  the 
public  service  to  be  rendered  in  utilizing 
the  leased  premises:  Provided  further.  That 
preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal,  State, 
or  local  governmental  agencies,  and  licenses 
or  leases  where  appropriate,  may  be  granted 
without  monetary  considerations,  to  such 
agencies  for  the  use  of  all  or  any  portion 
of  a  project  area  for  any  public  purpose, 
when  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines 
such  action  to  be  in  the  public  Interest,  and 
for  such  periods  of  time  and  upon  such 
conditions  as  he  may  find  advisable:  And 
provided  further.  That  in  any  such  lease  or 
license  to  a  Federal,  State,  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  agency  which  involves  lands  to  be 
utilized  for  the  development  and  conserva¬ 
tion  of  fish  and  wildlife,  forests,  and  other 
natural  resources,  the  licensee  or  lessee  may 
be  authorized  to  cut  timber  and  harvest 
crops  as  may  be  necessary  to  further  such 
beneficial  uses  and  to  collect  and  utilize  the 
proceeds  of  any  sales  of  timber  and  crops 
in  the  development,  conservation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  utilization  of  such  lands.  Any 
balance  of  proceeds  not  so  utilized  shall 
be  paid  to  the  United  States  at  such  time  or 
times  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
determine  appropriate.  The  water  areas  of 
all  such  projects  shall  be  open  to  public  use 
generally,  without  charge,  for  boating,  swim¬ 
ming,  bathing,  fishing,  and  other  recreational 
purposes,  and  ready  access  to  and  exit  from 
such  areas  along  the  shores  of  such  projects 
shall  be  maintained  for  general  public  use, 
when  such  use  is  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  not  to  be  contrary  to  the 
public  interest,  all  under  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  deem  necessary.  No  use  of  any  area 
to  which  this  section  applies  shall  .be  per¬ 
mitted  which  is  Inconsistent  with  the  laws 
for  the  protection  of  flsh  and  game  of  the 
State  in  which  such  area  is  situated.  All 
moneys  received  by  the  United  States  for 
leases  or  privileges  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  as  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts.’ 

“Sec.  208.  Section  207  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1960  (74  Stat.  501)  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  207.  (a)  When  used  In  this  sec¬ 
tion — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  The  term  “Agency”  means  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  or  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  whichever  has  Ju¬ 
risdiction  over  the  project  concerned. 


“  ‘(2)  The  term  “head  of  the  Agency  con¬ 
cerned”  means  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  the 
Commissioner.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or 
their  respective  designees. 

“‘(3)  The  term  “water  resources  projects 
to  be  constructed  in  the  future”  includes  all 
projects  not  yet  actually  under  construction, 
and,  to  the  extent  of  work  remaining  to  be 
completed.  Includes  projects  presently  tmder 
construction  where  road  relocations  or  iden¬ 
tifiable  components  thereof  are  not  complete 
as  of  the  date  of  this  section. 

“  ‘(4)  Tile  term  “time  of  the  taking”  Is  the 
date  of  the  relocation  agreement,  the  date  of 
the  filing  of  a  condemnation  proceeding, 
or  a  date  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  as 
the  date  of  taking. 

“‘(b)  Whenever,  In  connection  with  the 
construction  of  any  authorized  fiood  control, 
navigation,  irrigation,  or  multiple-purpose 
project  for  the  development  of  water  re¬ 
sources,  the  head  of  the  Agency  concerned 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  Interest 
to  utilize  existing  public  roads  as  a  means  of 
providing  access  to  such  projects  during  con¬ 
struction,  such  Agency  may  improve,  re¬ 
construct,  and  maintain  such  roads  and  may 
contract  with  the  local  authority  having 
Jurisdiction  over  the  roads  to  accomplish  the 
necessary  work.  The  accomplishment  of 
such  work  of  Improvement  may  be  carried 
out  with  or  without  obtaining  any  Interest 
In  the  land  on  which  the  road  is  located  in 
accordance  with  mutual  agreement  between 
the  parties:  Provided,  (1)  That  the  head  of 
the  Agency  concerned  determines  that  such 
work  would  result  in  a  saving  in  Federal 
cost  as  opposed  to  the  cost  of  providing  a 
new  access  road  at  Federal  expense,  (2) 
that,  at  the  completion  of  construction,  the 
head  of  the  Agency  concerned  will,  if  nec¬ 
essary,  restore  the  road  to  at  least  as  good 
condition  as  prior  to  the  beginning  of  utili¬ 
zation  for  access  during  construction,  and 
(3)  that,  at  the  completion  of  construction, 
the  responsibility  of  the  Agency  for  im¬ 
provement,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance 
shall  cease. 

“(c)  For  water  resources  projects  to  be 
constructed  in  the  future,  when  the  taking 
by  the  Federal  Government  of  an  existing 
public  road  necessitates  replacement,  the 
substitute  provided  will,  as  nearly  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  serve  in  the  same  manner  and  rea¬ 
sonably  as  well  as  the  existing  road.  The 
head  of  the  Agency  concerned  is  authorized 
to  construct  such  substitute  roads  to  design 
standards  comparable  to  those  of  the  State, 
or,  where  applicable  State  standards  do  not 
exist,  those  of  the  owning  political  division 
in  which  the  road  is  located,  for  roads  of 
the  same  classification  as  the  road  being 
replaced.  The  traffic  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  taking  shall  be  used  in  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  classification.  In  any  case  where 
a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  re¬ 
quests  that  such  a  substitute  road  be  con¬ 
structed  to  a  higher  standard  than  that 
provided  in  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
subsection,  and  pays,  prior  to  commence¬ 
ment  of  such  construction,  the  additional 
costs  Involved  due  to  such  higher  standard, 
such  Agency  head  is  authorized  to  construct 
such  road  to  such  higher  standard.  Federal 
costs  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  part  of  the  nonreimbursable  proj¬ 
ect  costs.” 

“Sec.  209.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  Is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  for  fiood  control  and  allied  purposes. 
Including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under 
the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  include  the 
following  named  localities:  Provided,  That 
after  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on 
any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no 
supplemental  or  additional  report  or  esti¬ 
mate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law 
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except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey 
to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted 
to  Congress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the 
national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or 
economic  conditions:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Government  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have 
entered  upon  any  project  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned 
in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  work  shall  have  been  adopted  by  law: 

“Valenclana  River,  Puerto  Rico. 

“Waccasassa  River  (Levy  County  and  Gil¬ 
christ  County) ,  Florida. 

“Lake  Pontchartrain,  North  Shore,  Louisi¬ 
ana. 

“Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

“Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

“San  Bernard  River,  Texas. 

“Arkansas  River  Basin,  with  reference  to 
the  effect  of  the  Eufaula  and  Keystone  Re¬ 
servoirs,  Oklahoma,  on  the  water  supply  fa¬ 
cilities  of  the  cities  of  McAlester  and  Yale, 
respectively,  with  a  view  to  determining  the 
extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation  in  the 
replacement  of  the  cities’  water  supply  facil¬ 
ities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation 
contained  in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers 
protective  and  relocation  plans. 

“Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennes¬ 
see,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  Bark¬ 
ley  Dam  project,  on  the  water  supply  and 
sewage  treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of 
Cadiz,  Kuttawa,  and  Eddyville,  Kentucky, 
and  the  State  penitentiary  at  Eddyville, 
Kentucky,  respectively,  with  a  view  to  deter¬ 
mining  the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  partic¬ 
ipation  in  the  replacement  of  their  water 
supply  and  sewage  treatment  facilities  In 
equity  without  regard  to  limitation  con¬ 
tained  in  existing  Corps  pf  Engineers  pro¬ 
tective  and  relocation  plans. 

“Missouri  River  Basin,  with  reference  to 
the  effect  of  Oahe  and  Garrison  Reservoirs, 
North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota,  on  the 
sewage  treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of 
Bismarck  and  Mandan,  North  Dakota,  re¬ 
spectively,  with  a  view  to  determining  the 
extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation  in. 
the  sewage  treatment  facilities  in  equity 
without  regard  to  limitation  contained  in 
existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and 
relocation  plans. 

“All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County, 
California,  draining  the  Santa  Ynez  Moun¬ 
tains,  except  Santa  Ynez  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries. 

“Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in. 
northern  California  draining  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean  for  the  purposes  of  developing,  where 
feasible,  multiple-purpose  water  resource 
projects,  particularly  those  which  would  be 
eligible  under  the  provisions  of  title  IH  of 
Public  Law  85-500. 

“Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

“Kaskaskia  River  levees,  Illinois;  review  of 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

“Puget  Sound,  Washington,  and  adjacent 
waters.  Including  tributaries,  in  the  interest 
of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  water 
uses  and  related  land  resources. 

“Harbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii,  with  a  view 
to  determining  the  advisability  of  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  Interest  of  navigation,  flood 
control,  hydroelectric  power  development, 
water  supply,  and  other  beneficial  water  uses, 
and  related  land  resomces. 

“Waimea  River,  Kokee  Area,  Kauai,  Hawaii, 
for  multiple  purposes. 

“Waiplo  River,  Kohala-Hamakua  coast. 
Island  of  Hawaii,  for  multiple  purpose 
development. 

“lao  River,  Walluku,  Maui,  Hawaii. 

“Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  hereby 
authorized  to  replace  with  adequate  floodway 
capacity  the  bridge  over  Boeuf  River,  Chicot 
County,  Arkansas,  approximately  three  miles 
north  of  the  county  line,  and  the  bridge  over 
Big  Bayou,  Chicot  Courity,  Arkansas,  approx- 
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Im  vtely  two  miles  upstream  from  its  con¬ 
fluence  with  the  Boeuf  River  which  were 
altered  as  part  of  the  project  for  Boeuf  and 
Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  22, 
1944,  and  which  were  recently  destroyed  by 
floods,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $115,000. 

“Sec.  211.  The  Wilkesboro  Reservoir  flood 
control  project,  Yadkin  River.  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1948,  shall  hereafter  be  known  and  desig¬ 
nated  as  the  W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  in  honor  of  the  late  Senator  W.  Kerr 
Scott  of  North  Carolina.  Any  law,  regula¬ 
tion,  document,  or  record  of  the  United 
States  in  which  such  project  is  designated  or 
referred  to  shall  be  held  and  considered  to 
refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of  the 
W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

“Sec.  212.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘Flood  Control  Act  of  1962’.  ’’ 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  same. 

Clifford  Davis, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 
Hiram  L.  Fong, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  13273)  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation 
of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  strikes  out  all  of 
the  House  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserts  a  substitute.  The  House  recedes  from 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate,  with  an  amendment  which  is  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment.  The  differences  between 
the  Senate  amendment  and  the  substitute 
agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in  the 
following  outline,  except  for  Incidental 
changes  made  necessary  by  reason  of  agree¬ 
ments  reached  by  the  conferees  and  minor 
and  clarifying  changes. 

TITLE  I - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  delete  any 
of  the  projects  for  navigation  contained  in 
the  House  bill.  The  Senate  amendment  did 
modify  certain  of  these  projects  and  it  also 
authorized  projects  not  contained  in  the 
House  bill. 

(1)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized 
further  partial  accomplishment  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  the  Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  River 
Waterway,  N.Y.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,000,000  additional. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(2)  The  project  for  Newark  Bay,  Hacken¬ 
sack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  N.J.,  contained  in 
the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendment  to  require  approval  of  the  plans 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  by  both  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  and  the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(3)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized 
the  project  for  the  James  River,  Va.,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $39,000,000,  with  the 
condition  that  the  authorization  expire  after 
5  years  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has 
endorsed  the  project  within  that  time  and  a 


further  requirement  that  there  be  submitted 
to  Congress  a  feasible  report  which  takes  ac¬ 
count  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  on  seed  oyster  production. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(4)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  Canaveral  Harbor,  Fla.,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,076,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(5)  The  project  for  Holt  lock  and  dam, 
Alabama,  as  authorized  in  the  House  bill, 
required  a  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  be  submitted  to  Congress  within  the  first 
period  of  60  calendar  days  of  continuous 
session  of  the  87th  Congress.  The  Senate 
amendment  extended  this  period  of  90  days. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  bill. 

(6)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized 
the  modification  of  the  Mississippi  River, 
Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico  Barge  Chan¬ 
nel  through  Devils  Swamp,  Louisiana,  for 
dikes  and  retaining  structures,  at  a  Federal 
cost  of  $299,500,  with  local  interests  to  con¬ 
tribute  $100,500. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(7)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized 
the  project  for  Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit 
Caillou,  Grand  Caillou,  Du  Large,  and  con¬ 
necting  channels,  Louisiana,  and  Atchafalaya 
River,  Morgan  City  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $45,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  proj¬ 
ect. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(8)  The  project  for  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway,  Louisiana  and  Texas,  contained 
in  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  to  provide  that  the  author¬ 
ity  to  make  such  modifications  as  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  deems  desirable,  as  set  forth  in 
House  Document  No.  556,  87th  Congress, 
shall  be  construed  to  apply  to,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  the  improvement  of  the  existing 
channels  at  proposed  channel  relocation  sites 
in  lieu  of  such  relocations. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(9)  The  project  for  the  Calcasieu  River 
salt  water  barrier,  Louisiana,  contained  in 
the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendment  through  the  inclusion  of  a  pro¬ 
viso  requiring  a  study  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  of  the  question  of  cost  sharing  and 
authorizing  such  cost  sharing  as  is  deter¬ 
mined  feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
within  the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days 
of  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the 
report  on  cost  sharing  is  submitted  to  the 
Congress,  unless  Congress  disapproves  such 
report. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(10)  The  project  for  Trinity  River,  Wallls- 
ville  Reservoir,  Tex.,  as  contained  in  the 
House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendment  through  the  addition  of  a  pro¬ 
viso  that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  authorization  for  the  acquisition 
of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of 
a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(11)  The  projefct  for  the  Illinois  Water¬ 
way,  m.  and  Ind.,  was  authorized  in  the 
House  bill  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $114,652,- 
000.  The  Senate  amendment  reduced  that 
figure  to  $40,000,000  for  initiation  and  par¬ 
tial  accomplishment  of  the  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
sam?  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(12)  The  Senate  amendment  modified  the 
project  for  Hilo  Harbor,  Hawaii,  to  provide 
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for  adjustment  of  the  cash  contribution  re¬ 
quired  of  local  Interests  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  approved  by  the  President. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that 
the  adjustment  is  required  to  be  made  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date. 

Beach  erosion 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  delete  any 
of  the  beach  erosion  projects  which  were 
contained  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  modify  cer¬ 
tain  of  these  projects,  and  it  also  authorized 
projects  not  contained  in  the  House  bill. 

(1)  The  project  for  Fire  Island  Inlet  to 
Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island,  N.Y.,  contained  in 
the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendment  by  requiring  that  the  plans  be¬ 
ing  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(2)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
project  for  Clark  Point,  New  Bedford,  Mass., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,000. 

This  project  is  not  in  the  House  bill. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(3)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
project  for  Palm  Beach  County  from  Martin 
County  line  to  Lake  Worth  Inlet  and  from 
South  Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Broward  County 
line,  Florida,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $128,800. 

The  House  bill  did  net  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(4)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
project  for  San  Juan  and  vicinity,  Puerto 
Rico,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $65,400. 

The  House  bill  d'd  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(5)  The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
project  for  Orange  County,  Calif.,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,845,000. 

The  House  b'U  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Shore  protection  modifications 

Section  103  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amended  the  act  of  August  13,  1946,  which 
relates  to  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned 
property  by  Increasing  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  from  one-third  to  one-half,  by  requiring 
that  when  the  property  is  Federal  property 
all  of  the  cost  will  be  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  by  requiring  that  up  to  70 
percent  of  the  cost  exclusive  of  land  costs 
shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government 
when  it  is  a  project  for  restoration  of  State, 
coimty,  and  other  publicly  owned  shore 
parks  and  other  conservation  areas  under 
certain  circumstances.  It  further  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  reimburse  local 
interests  for  work  done  by  them  on  author¬ 
ized  projects  which  Individually  do  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $1,000,000  in  total  cost  after  initiation 
of  the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis 
for  the  project,  if  the  work  is  approved  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  project;  however,  the  reim¬ 
bursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations 
applicable  thereto  or  funds  available  there¬ 
for  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other 
pending  projects  of  higher  priority.  It  fur¬ 
ther  authorizes  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to 
undertake  small  shore  and  beach  restoration 
and  protection  projects  not  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  Congress  if  he  finds  it  advisable 
and  permits  him  to  spend  not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000  in  any  one  fiscal  year  for  such 
projects,  except  that  not  more  than  $400,000 
shall  be  allocated  to  any  one  project  and  the 
total  amount  allotted  shall  be  enough  to 
complete  Federal  participation  in  the  project. 
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Local  cooperation  is  required  and  the  work 
on  the  small  project  must  be  complete  in  it¬ 
self  and  not  commit  the  United  States  to 
any  additional  Improvement  to  Insure  its 
successful  operation. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  103  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  provides  that  all  existing 
law  relating  to  surveys  of  rivers  and  harbors 
shall  apply  to  surveys  related  to  shore  pro¬ 
tection. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  provides  that  the  cost  shar¬ 
ing  provisions  of  this  act  shall  apply  to 
authorized  projects  not  substantially  com¬ 
pleted  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act  and  directs  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to 
recompute  Federal  contributions  to  such 
projects  accordingly. 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  contained 
no  comparable  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Aquatic  plant  control 

Section  104  of  the  Senate  amendment 
modifies  the  project  for  aquatic  plant  con¬ 
trol  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1958  to  make  research  costs  and  planning 
costs  prior  to  construction  entirely  borne  by 
the  United  States. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provi¬ 
sion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Illinois  and  Mississippi  Canal 

Section  106  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amends  section  110(f)  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1958  to  authorize  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  an  additional  sum  of  $800,000  to  be 
expended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  or  by  the 
State  of  Illinois  for  the  repair  and  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  Hlinols  and  Mississippi  Canal, 
notwithstandmg  subsection  (b)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion  110,  upon  transfer  to  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois  of  all  the  right,  title,  and  Interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  the  canal  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  an  agreement  of  December  14, 
1960. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provi¬ 
sion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Compilation 

Section  107  of  the  Senate  amendment  di¬ 
rected  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  prepare 
and  transmit  to  Congress  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable  a  compilation  of  survey  and  review 
reports  on  river  and  harbor  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  improvements  similar  to  compilations 
which  have  been  prepared  in  the  past. 

The  Hotjse  bill  did  not  contain  this  re¬ 
quirement. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Surveys 

In  addition  to  the  surveys  authorized  in 
the  House  bill  the  Senate  amendment  au¬ 
thorized  the  following  surveys  to  be  made: 
Falmouth  Harbor,  Maine,  Little  Egg  Inlet, 
N.J.,  Brigantine  Inlet,  N.J.,  and  Oorsons  In¬ 
let,  N.J. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  general 
authorization  for  surveys  of  the  coastal 
areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  posses¬ 
sions  including  the  shores  of  the  Great 
Lakes  in  the  interest  of  beach  erosion,  hurri¬ 
cane  protection,  and  related  purposes  with 
a  requirement  that  smrveys  of  particular 
areas  shall  be  authorized  by  resolutions  of 
either  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  or  of  the  House. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  general 
authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 


TITLE  n - ELCOD  CONTROL 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  all  of 
the  projects  for  flood  control  contained  in 
the  House  bill.  It  modified  certain  of  these 
projects  as  passed  by  the  House  and  added 
certain  others.  The  following  projects  were 
either  modified  or  added  by  the  Senate 
and  are  contained  in  the  proposed  con¬ 
ference  substitute: 

Susquehanna  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $5,000,000  for  the  project  for  the 
West  Branch  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  the  Fall  Brook  and  Ayleworth  Creek 
Reservoirs  on  the  Lackawanna  River  at 
Scranton,  Pa.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,596,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  project  for  the  Juniata  River  and 
tributaries,  Pennsylvania,  contained  in  the 
House  bill  specifically  exempted  the  power 
features  of  such  project  from  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  permitted  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  submit  a  reexamination  report  on  those 
features  if  he  deems  it  desirable. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  speci¬ 
fically  exempt  the  power  features  of  the 
project  from  authorization  but  did  provide 
that  their  installation  shall  not  be  made 
until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  have  sub¬ 
mitted  a  reexamination  report  to  Congress. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Delaware  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Delaware  River  Basin, 
N.Y.,  N.J.,  Pa.,  and  Del.,  were  authorized  in 
the  House  bill  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $224,- 
000,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  reduced  the  au¬ 
thorization  to  $192,400,000. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and 
beach  erosion  control  at  Wrlghtsvllle  Beach, 
N.C.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $345,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Cape  Fear  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  Cape  Fear  River  Basin,  N.C.,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $25,143,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Apalachicola  River  Basin,  Ga. 

The  House  bill  authorized  a  project  for 
the  West  Point  Reservoir,  Chattahoochee 
River,  Ga.,  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $52,900,000, 

The  Senate  amendment  deleted  the  “Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  and  the”. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  Flint  River,  Ga.,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $151,820,000,  with  the  proviso  that 
this  authorization  is  without  prejudice  to 
consideration  by  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  of  non-Federal  development  of  power. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 
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Central  and  southern  Florida 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  addi¬ 
tional  $30,000,000  basin  authorization  for 
central  and  southern  Florida. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  au¬ 
thorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

West  Palm  Beach  Canal 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  flood  protection  of  West  Palm  Beach 
Canal,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,220,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Boggy  Creek,  Fla. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  flood  protection  on  Boggy  Creek, 
Fla.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,176,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  proj¬ 
ect. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Shingle  Creek,  Fla. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  Shingle  Creek.  Fla.,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,250,000,  with  the  proviso  that  no 
obligation  shall  be  incurred  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  as  a  wild¬ 
life  management  area  imless  the  State  or 
another  non-Federal  entity  agrees  in  ad¬ 
vance  to  pay  at  least  half  the  cost  of  that 
feature  of  the  project. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Cutler  drain  area,  Florida 

The  project  for  the  Cutler  drain  area, 
Florida,  contained  in  the  House  bill  was 
modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  through 
the  inclusion  of  a  proviso  that  local  inter¬ 
ests  shall  receive  credit  for  moneys  spent 
after  March  1,  1960,  for  construction  of  units 
of  the  authorized  plan  for  Cutler  drain  if 
that  work  is  acceptable  to  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  if  that  credit  does  not  exceed 
$124,000. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  with  a 
clerical  amendment. 

Green  Swamp  region,  Florida 

The  project  for  the  Four  River  Basins, 
Fla.,  authorized  by  the  House  bill  was 
modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  by  a  pro¬ 
viso  that  cost  sharing  shall  be  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in 
House  Document  -No.  585,  87th  Congress. 
The  Senate  amendment  also  deferred  the 
planning  and  construction  on  the  Lowery- 
Mattie  conservation  area  until  a  further  re¬ 
port  is  made  to  Congress. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River  adopted  by  the  act 
of  May  15,  1928,  and  subsequent  acts  to 
provide  that  monetary  authorizations  here¬ 
tofore  and  hereafter  made  available  to  the 
projects  shall  be  combined  into  a  single  sum 
and  shall  be  available  for  application  to  any 
portion  of  the  project. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  modifi¬ 
cation. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Gin  and  Muddy  Bayous,  Yasoo  River  Basin, 
Miss. 

The  authorization  contained  in  the  House 
bill  for  improvements  in  Gin  and  Muddy 
Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Miss.,  were 
modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  plans  for  such  improvements 
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bo  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  President. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  Is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Brazos  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $21,000,000  for  the  Brazos  River 
Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  author¬ 
ization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Arkansas  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $182,000,000  for  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authori¬ 
zation. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Arkansas  River  between  Muskogee,  Okla., 
and  Coweta,  Okla. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  a 
study  of  bank  erosion  on  the  Arkansas  River 
between  Muskogee,  Okla.,  and  Coweta,  Okla., 
and  authorized  such  projects  as  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and 
the  President  approved,  unless  within  60 
days  after  the  submission  of  the  report 
thereon  to  the  Congress  such  report  is  dis¬ 
approved  by  Congress. 

It  provided  the  usual  requirements  for  co¬ 
operation  by  local  interests,  except  that  with 
respect  to  any  work  found  Justified  within 
the  vicinity  of  Wytaark,  Okla.,  local  Interests 
shall  make  a  cash  contribution  of  not  less 
than  $150,000  which  shall  include  the  value 
of  all  lands,  easements,  and  rlghts-of-way 
required  to  be  furnished,  and  the  value  of 
goods  and  services  provided  for  purposes  of 
project  Installation  on  a  basis  acceptable  to 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that 
the  language  has  been  modified  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  advance  authorization  of  the 
bank  erosion  projects  has  been  adopted  be¬ 
cause  of  their  emergency  nature.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute  also  limits  to  $2,000,000 
the  Federal  costs  under  this  authorization. 

Big  Hill  Creek,  Kans. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  fiood  protection  on  Big  Hill 
Creek,  Kans.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,785,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkansas  River,  Okla. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkan¬ 
sas  River,  Oklahoma,  authorized  by  the 
House  bill,  was  modified  by  the  Senate 
amendment  to  include  a  proviso  that  nothing 
in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the 
establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge 
at  the  reservoir. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

White  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $11,000,000  for  the  White  River 
Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  authori¬ 
zation. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Red  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  gen¬ 
eral  plan  for  fiood  control  on  the  Red  River 
Vjelow  Denison  Dam  to  permit  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  adjust  local  cooperation  require¬ 
ments  of  the  McKinney  Bayou,  Ark.,  and 
Tex.,  Manlece  Bayou,  Ark.,  and  East  Point, 


La.,  projects  to  bring  them  into  accord  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  approval  of  the  President. 

The  Hoiose  bill  contained  no  such  modifica¬ 
tion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment  except  that 
the  adjustment  is  required  to  be  made  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks, 
Tex.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,100,000,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and 
approval  by  the  President. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $140,000,000  for  the  Missouri  River 
Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  addi¬ 
tional  authorization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  fiood  protection  on  White  Clay 
Creek,  Atchison,  Kans.,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,495,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  Grand  River  and  tributaries. 
North  and  South  Dakota,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,670,000,  with  the  requirement  that 
the  project  be  constructed,  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation  on  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  fiood  control  on  the  Floyd  River,  Iowa, 
to  require  that  local  Interests  (1)  furnish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  neces¬ 
sary  lands,  easements,  and  rlghts-of-way, 
(2)  hold  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  construction,  (3)  make  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary  road, 
highway,  highway  bridges  (other  than  those 
required  to  carry  Interstate  Highway  29) 
over  the  relocated  Floyd  River,  and  utility, 
alterations  and  additions,  (4)  contribute 
in  cash  0.84  percent  of  the  estimated  first 
cost  of  the  work  (approximately  $65,000), 

(5)  take  all  possible  action  to  prevent  In¬ 
crease  of  the  overall  cost  of  the  project,  and 

(6)  maintain  and  operate  the  completed 
work  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

The  House  bill  did  not  modify  these  re¬ 
quirements  of  local  cooperation  on  this 
project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Ohio  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an 
additional  $120,000,000  for  the  Ohio  River 
Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  author¬ 
ization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  on  the  Wabash  River  near  Mount 
Carmel,  HI.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,417,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  the  big  South  Fork  of  the  Cum¬ 
berland  River,  Ky.,  and  Tenn.,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $151,000,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 


The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Scioto  River,  Ohio 

The  House  bill  authorized  the  project  for 
the  Scioto  River.  Ohio,  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$55,847,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  this 

project  for  the  Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cum- 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$55,307,000  with  a  proviso  that  nothing  in 
the  act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  in  this 
project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  fol¬ 
lows  the  House  bill  with  respect  to  the  au¬ 
thorization,  follows  the  Senate  amendment 
limiting  the  cost  to  $55,307,000,  and  adopts 
the  proviso  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

Saline  River,  III. 

The  House  bill  modified  the  project  for  the 
Saline  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  to  elim¬ 
inate  the  requirement  that  there  be  a  cash 
contribution  by  local  Interests  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  other  items  of  local  cooperation 
heretofore  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  still  be  applicable. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  that  proj¬ 
ect  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to 
adjust  the  cash  contributions  required  of 
local  interests  to  such  amount  as  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
approved  by  the  P>resident. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that 
the  adjustment  is  required  to  be  made  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date. 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $31,000,000  for  the  upper  Mississippi 
River  Basin. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  author¬ 
ization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  on  the  Rock  River  at  Rockford,  HI., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,228,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference,  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  the  Mississippi  River  urban  areas 
from  Hampton,  HI.,  to  mile  300  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,289,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Gila  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  the  Camelsback  Reservoir,  Gila 
River,  Ariz.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,770,- 
000.  It  also  authorized  the  project  on  the 
Gila  River  below  Painted  Rock  Reservoir, 
Ariz.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,255,000. 
It  further  authorized  the  project  on  Pinal 
Creek,  Ariz.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,300,- 
000. 

The  House  bill  contained  none  of  these 
projects. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

San  Francisco  Bay  area 

The  authorization  of  the  project  Corte 
Madera  Creek,  Marin  County,  Calif.,  con¬ 
tained  by  the  House  bill  was  modified  by  the 
Senate  amendment  by  the  addition  of  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  local  Interests  contribute  in 
cash  3  percent  of  the  Federal  construction  of 
the  Rose  Valley  unit  (approximately  $158,- 
000). 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 
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San  Joaquin  River  Basin 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  authorized  a  modification  of  the  New 
Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River,  Calif., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,717,000.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  House  bill  contained  certain  re¬ 
quirements  with  respect  to  this  project 
which  were  eliminated  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment.  These  requirements  were  as  follows: 

1.  Upon  completion,  the  project  would  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project 
and  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  in  accordance  with 
reclamation  laws,  except  flood  control  opera¬ 
tions. 

2.  The  Stanislaus  River  channel  from 
Goodwin  Dam  to  the  San  Joaquin  River 
would  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  a  capacity  of  at  least  8,000  cubic 
feet  per  second,  subject  to  local  interests 
maintaining  private  levees. 

3.  Before  diverting  any  water  from  the 
Stanislaus  River  Basin  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  determine 
water  requirements  to  meet  all  present  and 
future  needs  in  that  basin  and  subordinate 
diversions  to  the  quantities  so  determined. 

4.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  would  take 
necessary  action  to  Insure  preservation  of 
fish  and  wildlife  on  the  project  and  allocate 
to  that  project  an  appropriate  share  of  the 
construction  costs  which  would  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

6.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  would  con¬ 
struct  basic  public  recreation  facilities  in¬ 
cluding  necessary  land  acquisition,  and  the 
cost  thereof  would  be  nonreimbursable  and 
nonreturnable . 

6.  Contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
electric  energy  available  from  the  Central 
Valley  power  system  as  a  result  of  the  plants 
authorized  by  this  section  and  their  integra¬ 
tion  with  the  Central  Valley  system  would 
be  made  in  accordance  with  preferences  set 
forth  in  the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  except 
that  a  first  preference  of  up  to  25  percent 
of  the  additional  energy  would  be  given 
under  the  reclamation  laws  to  preferred 
customers  in  Tuolumne  and  Calaveras 
Counties,  Calif.,  for  use  in  those  coun¬ 
ties  if  such  customers  are  ready,  able, 
and  willing  within  one  year  of  notice  of 
availability  by  the  Secretary  to  enter  into 
contracts  for  such  energy,  and  such  prefer¬ 
ence  customers  may  exercise  their  option 
on  the  same  date  in  each  successive  5th 
year  if  written  notice  of  such  intention  to 
so  use  the  energy  is  given  to  the  Secretary 
at  least  18  months  before  such  date. 

7.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  would  give 
consideration  during  preconstruction  plan¬ 
ning  of  the  project  to  the  advisability  of 
including  storage  for  the  regulation  of 
streamflow  for  the  purposes  of  downstream 
water  control. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  bill  except  that  require¬ 
ment  No.  4  relating  to  costs  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  preservation  is  revised  to  eliminate  the 
nonreimbursable  provision  and  requirement 
No.  6  relating  to  preferential  sales  of  electric 
energy  is  revised  to  provide  that  such  first 
preference  shall  be  given  to  the  extent  needed 
and  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  but 
not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  such  energy  shall 
be  given  first  preference. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  proj¬ 
ect  on  Mormon  Slough,  Calaveras  River, 
Calif.,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,960,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Los  Angeles  River  Basin 

The  House  bill  authorized  an  additional 
$3,700,000  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin. 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin 
of  $38,000,000. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  follows 
the  House  version. 


Rogue  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon 
and  California,  authorized  by  the  House  bill 
was  modified  by  the  Senate  amendment  (1) 
to  the  conditions  of  local  cooperation  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
published  as  House  Document  Numbered  566, 
EUghty-seventh  Congress,  and  (2)  by  the  eli¬ 
mination  of  the  requirement  in  the  House 
bill  that  water  for  all  purposes  shall  be  re¬ 
leased  in  the  quantities  and  qualities  at  the 
points  described  in  the  district  engineers 
report  and  its  appendixes. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Columbia  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  an  addi¬ 
tional  authorization  of  $226,000,000  for  the 
projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia  River 
Basin  including  the  Willamette  River  Basin 
and  modified  those  projects  and  plans  to  in¬ 
clude  the  following  listed  projects: 

Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead 
River,  Montana; 

China  Gardens  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho 
and  Oregon; 

Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and 
Washington; 

Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North 
Fork,  Clearwater  River,  Idaho; 

Strube  Reregulating  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
South  Fork,  McKenzie  River,  Oregon; 

Gate  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Gate 
Creek,  Oregon; 

Fern  Ridge  Dam  and  Reservoir  modifica¬ 
tion,  Long  Tom  River,  Oregon; 

Cascadia  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  San- 
tlam  River,  Oregon. 

The  Senate  amendment  also  provided  that 
the  depth  and  width  of  the  Columbia-Snake 
River  barge  navigation  project  channel  be 
established  as  14  feet  and  250  feet,  respec¬ 
tively,  at  minimum  regulated  flow. 

It  further  provided  that  Knowles  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Flathead  River,  Mont.,  be  con¬ 
structed,  operated,  and  maintained  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  authorizes  $50,- 
000,000  for  partial  accomplishment  of  that 
project. 

The  House  bill  authorized  the  project  for 
the  Asotin  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $99,818,000  and  the 
project  for  the  China  Gardens  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Snake  River,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$74,777,000.  These  projects  were  within  the 
larger  group  authorized  by  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment  except  (1) 
the  additional  authorization  of  $226,000,000 
for  projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  is  omitted;  and  (2)  the  follow¬ 
ing  listed  projects  contained  in  the  Senate 
amendment  are  deleted: 

Knowles  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead 
River,  Mont.;  and 

China  Gardens  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho 
and  Oreg, 

In  taking  its  action  authorizing  Bruces 
Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North  Fork,  Clear 
Water  River,  Idaho,  the  conferees  were  aware 
of  the  objections  that  have  been  made  to 
this  project  by  numerous  groups  interested 
in  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  conferees  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  shall  adopt  appropriate 
measures  to  Insure  the  preservation  and 
propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife  affected  by 
this  project,  and  shall  allocate  to  the  preser¬ 
vation  and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife, 
as  provided  in  the  act  of  August  14,  1946  (60 
Stat.  1080) ,  an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  this  project  and  of  operating 
and  maintaining  the  same. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorizes  the 
project  for  Bums  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Snake  River,  Idaho,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $52,000,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this 
project. 
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The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Wynoochee  River 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
project  for  the  Wynoochee  River,  Wash., 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,211,000  with  the 
requirement  that  the  power  generating  facili¬ 
ties  shall  not  be  Installed  until  a  reexamina¬ 
tion  report  has  been  submitted  to  Congress. 
The  House  bill  contained  no  such  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Cook  Inlet,  Alaska 

The  House  bill  authorizes  a  project  for 
Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  at  a  cost  of 
$45,750,000. 

The  Senate  amendment  modified  this  au¬ 
thorization  to  require  that  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  shall  be  through 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  bill. 

Snettisham  project 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  an  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  Snettisham  project. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  204  of  the  Senate 
amendment  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
to  construct,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  operate  and  maintain,  the  Crater- 
Long  Lakes  division  of  the  Snettisham  proj¬ 
ect  near  Juneau,  Alaska,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $41,634,000. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of  the  Senate 
amendment  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  dispose  of  electric  power  and  energy 
so  as  to  encourage  the  most  widespread  use 
thereof  at  the  lowest  possible  rates  consist¬ 
ent  with  sound  business  principles.  It  re¬ 
quires  rate  schedules  to  be  so  drawn  as  to 
have  due  regard  to  the  recovery  of  costs  of 
producing  and  transmitting  the  energy,  in¬ 
cluding  amortization  of  capital  with  inter¬ 
est.  Preference  in  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  is  to  be  given  Federal  agencies,  pub¬ 
lic  bodies,  and  cooperatives,  and  it  is  to  be 
a  condition  of  every  contract  of  sale  to  a 
purchaser  for  resale  that  such  purchaser  will 
deliver  power  and  energy  to  Federal  agencies 
within  its  transmission  area  at  a  reasonable 
charge  for  the  use  of  its  transmission  facili¬ 
ties.  All  receipts  are  to  be  covered  into  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

Subsection  (c)  of  such  section  204  au¬ 
thorizes  the  appropriate  Secretary  to  make 
necessary  rules,  regulations,  and  agreements, 
and  otherwise  do  such  things  as  may  be 
necessary,  to  carry  out  the  puri>oses  of  the 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Waurika  project 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  any  pro¬ 
vision  authorizing  the  Waurika  reclamation 
project. 

Section  205  of  the  Senate  amendment  au¬ 
thorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Waurika 
reclamation  project,  Oklahoma:  provided  for 
allocation  of  the  cost  of  this  project  among 
a  number  of  purposes;  authorized  transfer  to 
a  water  users’  organization  the  care,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  certain  works;  au¬ 
thorized  construction  of  certain  recreational 
facilities:  and  authorized  an  appropriation  of 
$25,019,500  for  construction,  and  a  continu¬ 
ing  authorization  for  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  provision. 

Small  projects 

The  House  bill  amended  section  205  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1948  to  increase  the 
scope  of  application  of  that  provision  of  law. 
The  House  bill,  among  other  things,  in¬ 
creased  from  $400,000  to  $2,000,000  the  ceiling 
upon  the  amoiuit  authorized  to  be  allocated 
to  a  project  in  any  one  locality  and  pro¬ 
vided  that  no  construction  should  be  under- 
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taken  under  lliis  section  on  a  project  with 
a  Ped-^ral  cost  in  excess  of  $1,000,000,  unless 
that  project  had  bsen  approved  by  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Senate,  respectively. 

The  Senate  amendment  reduced  to  $1,- 
000,000  the  amount  which  can  be  allocated 
lo  a  project  for  any  one  locality  and  elimi¬ 
nated  completely  the  provisions  relating  to 
approval  by  resolutions  of  the  committees  of 
the  Congress. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Emergency  fund 

Section  207  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amends  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  August  18,  1941,  to  extend  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  emergency  fund  authorized 
in  that  section  to  emergency  conditions  re¬ 
lating  to  federally  authorized  hurricane  or 
shore  protection  necessary  to  protect  against 
Imminent  and  substantial  loss  of  life  and 
property,  and  for  the  repair  and  restoration 
of  any  federally  authorized  hiuricane  or 
shore  protective  structure  damaged  or  de¬ 
stroyed  by  wind,  wave,  or  water  action  of 
other  than  an  ordinary  nature  when  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  the  adequate  functioning  of  the 
structure  for  hurricane  or  shore  protection. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  tlie  Senate  amendment. 

Parle  and  recreational  facilities 

Section  208  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amends  section  4  of  the  act  of  Eiecember  22, 
1944,  as  amended,  to  revise  existing  law  re¬ 
lating  to  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  construct,  maintain,  and  oper¬ 
ate  public  parks  and  recreational  facilities. 

This  revision  is  essentially  the  same  as  ex¬ 
isting  law,  except  that — 

1.  Existing  law  is  expanded  to  include  rec¬ 
reational  facilities  not  only  in  reservoir  areas 
but  also  in  any  water  resource  development 
project  under  the  control  of  the  Army. 

2.  The  construction,  maintenance,  and  op¬ 
eration  of  recreational  facilities  is  authorized 
to  be  carried  out  by  local  interests  (par¬ 
ticularly  those  to  be  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  by  such  interests). 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 
Jmnrovement,  reconstruction,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  public  roads 

Section  209  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amends  section  207  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1960  to  substitute  a  revision  of  existing 
law  relating  to  utilization,  construction,  and 
relocation  of  public  roads  in  connection  with 
the  construction  of  flood  control,  naviga¬ 
tion,  or  multiple-purpose  projects  for  the 
development  of  water  resources. 

This  revision  is  essentially  the  same  as 
existing  law  except  that  it  has  been  ex¬ 
panded  to  Include  Irrigation  projects  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Bmeau  of  Reclamation  and 
a  provision  has  been  added  that  whenever 
a  substitute  road  is  to  be  constructed,  if 
a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  re¬ 
quires  that  it  be  constructed  to  a  higher 
standard  than  would  otherwise  be  applicable 
and  the  requesting  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  pays  before  the  beginning  of  con¬ 
struction  the  additional  necessary  costs,  then 
such  road  is  authorized  to  be  constructed 
at  the  requested  higher  standard.  Federal 
costs  under  section  207(c)  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  Of  1960  are  to  be  part  of  the  non¬ 
reimbursable  project  costs. 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  on 
this  subject. 

The  propo.sed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 


Savannah  River 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  grant  to  Ehike  Power  Co.  authority  to 
construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  dam 
across  the  Savannah  River  between  Ander¬ 
son  County,  S.C.,  and  Elbert  County,  Ga. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  de¬ 
letes  this  authorization. 

Trotters  Shoal  Reservoir 

Section  210(b)  of  the  Senate  amendment 
authorized  the  project  for  Trotters  Shoal 
Reservoir  on  the  Savannah  River  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $78,700,000  subject  to  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  President. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  such 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  provision. 

Flood  control  surveys 

Section  211  of  the  Senate  amendment  au¬ 
thorized  the  same  surveys  for  flood  control 
as  were  contained  in  the  House  bill,  and 
added  other  surveys. 

Arkansas  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  for  flood  control  of  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Eufaula 
and  Keystone  Reservoirs,  Okla,,  on  the 
water  supply  facilities  of  the  cities  of  Mc- 
Alester  and  Yale,  respectively,  to  determine 
the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  the 
replacement  of  such  facilities  in  equity  with¬ 
out  regard  to  other  limitations. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this 
survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  but  changes 
the  phrase  “the  extent  of  Federal  partici¬ 
pation”  to  read  “the  extent,  if  any,  of  Fed¬ 
eral  participation”  in  order  to  make  It  clear 
that  this  legislation  does  not  constitute  a 
commitment  that  there  will  necessarily  be 
any  such  Federal  participation. 

Cumberland  River 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  for  flood  control  of  the  Cumberland 
River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  effect  of  the  Barkley  Dam 
project,  on  the  water  supply  and  sewage 
treatment  facilities  of  Cadiz,  Kuttawa,  and 
Eddyville,  Ky.,  and  the  State  penitentiary  at 
Eddyville,  Ky.,  with  a  view  to  determining 
the  extent  of  Federal  participation  in  re¬ 
placement  of  such  facilities  in  equity  with¬ 
out  regard  to  existing  limitations. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this 
survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  but  changes 
the  phrase  “the  extent  of  Federal  participa¬ 
tion”  to  read  “the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal 
participation”  in  order  to  make  it  clear  that 
this  legislation  does  not  constitute  a  com¬ 
mitment  that  there  will  necessarily  be  any 
such  Federal  participation. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  for  flood  control  of  the  Missouri  River 
Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Oahe 
and  Garrison  Reservoirs,  North  and  South 
Dakota,  on  the  sewage  treatment  facilities 
of  Bismarck  and  Mandan,  N.  Dak.,  respective¬ 
ly,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  extent  of 
Federal  participation  in  the  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  without  regard  to  existing 
limitations. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  sur¬ 
vey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  but  changes 
the  phrase  “the  extent  of  Federal  participa¬ 
tion”  to  read  “the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal 
participation”  in  order  to  make  it  clear  that 
this  legislation  does  not  constitute  a  com¬ 
mitment  that  there  will  necessarily  be  any 
such  Federal  participation. 


Kaskaskia  River  levees 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  with 
respect  to  the  Kaskaskia  River  levees,  111- 
nois,  a  review  of  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  sur¬ 
vey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Puget  Sound,  Wash. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  of  Puget  Sound,  Wash.,  in  the  interest 
of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  water 
uses  and  related  land  resources. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this 
survey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Harbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  of  harbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii. 

The  House  bill  did' not  authorize  this  sur¬ 
vey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Waimea  River,  Kokee  Area,  Kauai,  Hawaii 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  for  multiple  purposes  of  Waimea  River, 
Kokee  Area,  Kauai,  Hawaii. 

The  House  biil  did  not  authorize  this  sur¬ 
vey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Waipio  River,. Island  of  Hawaii 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a 
survey  for  multiple-purpose  development  of 
Waipio  River,  Kohala-Hamakua  Coast,  Island 
of  Hawaii. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  this  sur¬ 
vey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

lao  River,  Hawaii 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  a  sur¬ 
vey  of  lao  River,  Walluku,  Maui,  Hawaii. 

The  House  bUl  did  not  authorize  this  sur¬ 
vey. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

Section  212  of  the  Senate  amendment 
authorizes  an  additional  $100,000,000  for 
continuing  the  works  in  the  Missouri  River 
Basin  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  imder  the  comprehensive  plan 
adopted  by  section  9(a)  of  the  act  approved 
December  22,  1944. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  such  auth¬ 
orization. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  authorization. 

Chicot  County  bridges 

Section  213  of  the  Senate  amendment  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  re¬ 
place  the  bridge  over  Boeuf  River,  Chicot 
County,  Ark.,  approximately  3  miles  north 
of  the  county  line,  and  the  bridge  over  Big 
Bayou,  Chicot  County,  Ark.,  approximately 
2  miles  upstream  from  its  confluence  with 
the  Boeuf  River  which  were  destroyed  re¬ 
cently  by  floods  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$115,000. 

The  House  bill  did  not  authorize  these 
bridges. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Wilkesboro  Reservoir 

Section  214  of  the  Senate  amendment 
designates  the  Wilkesboro  Reservoir  as  the 
W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  honor 
of  the  late  Senator  Scott  of  North  Carolina. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


1962 

TITLE  m — WABASH  BASIN  INTERAGENCY  WATER 
RESOtTRCES  COMMISSION 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  title 
in  which  establishes  the  Commission  to  be 
known  as  the  Wabash  Basin  Interagency 
Water  Resources  Commission. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  302  recites  the 
necessity  for  a  full  and  complete  Investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  and  survey  of  land  and  water 
resources  within  the  Wabash  River  Basin 
consisting  of  the  watershed  of  the  entire 
Wabash  River  and  its  tributaries,  located 
within  the  States  of  Indiana  and  Illinois. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  302  provides  the 
Commission  will  be  the  principal  agency  for 
coordinaton  of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
plans  for  this  basin;  will  prepare  and  keep 
up  to  date  the  comprehensive  integrated 
joint  plan  for  such  basin;  will  recommend  a 
long-range  schedule  of  priorities  for  collec¬ 
tion  and  analysis  of  basic  data,  for  investi¬ 
gation  and  project  planning,  and  for  con¬ 
struction  of  projects  in  the  basin;  and  will 
foster  and  undertake  studies  of  water  re¬ 
sources  problems  in  the  basin. 

Section  303  provides  for  the  composition 
and  appointment  of  the  Commission. 

Section  304  provides  for  the  organization 
and  administration  of  the  Commission. 

Section  305  provides  the  fimctions  and 
duties  of  the  Commission.  These  are  as 
follows:  (1)  to  engage  in  such  activities, 
and  make  such  studies  and  investigations 
necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  section 
302,  (2)  to  submit  annually  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  Congress,  and  other  Interested  agencies 
a  report  on  its  work,  and  (3)  to  submit,  after 
proper  clearance  with  interested  agencies,  to 
the  President,  a  comprehensive  Integrated 
joint  plan  for  water  and  related  resources 
development  in  the  Wabash  Basin. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  305  provides 
for  periodic  reports  by  individual  members 
of  the  Commission  to  the  agencies  or  States 
or  other  commissions  from  which  he  was 
appointed. 

Section  306  provides  the  necessary  au¬ 
thority  to  hold  hearings,  take  testimony, 
print  and  distribute  proceedings  and  reports, 
acquire  space,  and  other  necessary  authority 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 
Including  the  api>olntment  of  personnel. 

Section  307  provides  that  members  of  the 
Commission  appointed  from  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government  shall  receive  no  addi¬ 
tional  compensation  and  that  certain  other 
members  of  the  Commission  shall  receive 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $75  per  day  but 
not  more  than  $7,500  in  any  one  year. 

The  House  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  title. 

Early  hearings 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
made  a  commitment  that  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  House  would  hold 
public  hearings  as  soon  as  practicable  after 
the  next  Congress  convenes  on  the  following 
projects  which  were  considered  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  which  are  not  included  in  this 
conference  report:  Cape  Pear  River  Basin, 
N.C.;  Flint  River,  Ga.;  the  South  Fork  of  the 
Cumberland  River.  Ky.  and  Tenn.;  ICnowles 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead  River,  Mont.; 
Burns  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River, 
Idaho;  Waurika  Reclamation  project,  Okla¬ 
homa:  Savannah  River — ^Duke  Power  Co., 
South  Carolina  and  Georgia,  and  Trotter’s 
Shoal  Reservoir,  Savannah  River. 

Clifford  Davis, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
immediate  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  bill  H.R.  13273,  and 


ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
has  been  a  matter  of  considerable  con¬ 
troversy.  The  membership  of  the  House 
are  not  informed  as  to  what  is  in  it. 
From  all  I  can  hear  about  it,  I  believe 
they  have  arrived  at  a  rather  satisfactory 
report,  but  I  do  not  think  we  should  pass 
this  matter  without  a  little  considera¬ 
tion.  I  do  sort  of  hope  the  conferees, 
since  we  have  to  wait  around  here,  any¬ 
way,  would  defer  that  at  least  for  half  an 
hour,  and  let  us  take  a  look  at  it. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  insistent  about  it, 
I  do  not  want  to  be  contrary  about  it, 
but  I  have  a  considerable  interest  in  it, 
as  the  gentleman  knows.  He  and  I 
worked  together  on  it  satisfactorily.  I 
would  like  to  know,  for  instance,  if  any 
new  projects  have  been  put  into  it  in  con¬ 
ference.  I  would  like  to  know  if  any 
matters  have  been  taken  out  of  the  bill 
that  were  agreed  to  by  both  houses. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  would  like  to  say 
that,  like  the  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
I  have  followed  the  actions  of  this  con¬ 
ference  very  carefully.  I  would  say  with¬ 
out  any  reflection  on  the  Members  of  the 
other  side  of  the  Capitol  that  our  con¬ 
ferees  in  my  opinion  have  done  a  very 
good  job.  There  was  one  item  in  the  bill 
as  it  passed  the  House  that  has  been 
taken  out  by  conference  action.  For 
that  I  am  sorry.  But  beyond  that,  in  my 
opinion,  this  conference  action  has  pretty 
substantially  supported  the  House  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  say  in  addition  to 
that  I  can  see  no  reason  why  with  the 
adoption  of  this  conference  report  and 
another  conference  report  having  to  do 
with  appropriations  that  we  cannot  have 
a  sine  die  adjournment  resolution  and 
adjourn  tonight. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  That  is  an 
end  very  much  desired  by  all  of  us,  I  am 
sure.  But  does  the  gentleman  not  think 
everybody  would  be  happier  if  we  did 
have  a  half  hour  or  so. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  am  sure 
the  conferees  on  the  other  side  would 
be  glad  to  discuss  the  flnal  report  of  the 
conference  committee,  which  was  unani¬ 
mous.  But  I  really  cannot  see  that  there 
is  any  disagreement  on  the  conference 
report  after  the  long  and  laborious  work 
on  the  part  of  the  conferees,  and  I 
should  be  delighted  to  take  a  few  minutes 
and  explain  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  some  of  the  things  that  we  took 
out  and  to  explain  the  amount  of  money 
by  which  we  reduced  the  bill  which,  in 
fact,  I  think  this  House  will  be  delighted 
to  hear.  We  went  into  the  conference 
to  sustain  the  position  of  the  House  and 


22145 

we  came  out,  I  might  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia,  with  that  position  of 
the  House  sustained,  and  I  am  delighted 
to  report  our  action  to  this  House  and 
that  is  what  we  promised  the  member¬ 
ship. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
let  me  say  I  have  conferred  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee  on  niunerous 
occasions  about  this  bill.  He  has  stood 
firm  with  reference  to  the  position  of 
the  House  as  far  as  it  was  humanly  pos¬ 
sible  to  do  so,  and  I  doubt  if  very  many 
Members  of  the  House  would  have  been 
able  to  sustain  the  position  of  the  House 
as  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  has 
done.  Personally,  I  want  to  thank  him 
for  his  aggressive  work  and  to  thank  him 
for,  perhaps,  his  obstinacy,  if  you  want 
to  call  it  that — I  do  not  think  he  can  be 
rated  with  a  certain  group  referred  to 
yesterday  by  one  of  the  gentlemen  from 
the  other  body.  But,  certainly,  he  has 
maintained  his  position  with  great  force 
and  effectiveness  and  I  want  to  pay  my 
compliments  to  him  for  the  work  that  he 
has  done.  In  view  of  that,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  shall  not  object  to  the  gentleman’s 
request  but  I  do  hope  he  will  give  us  a 
fairly  complete  explanation  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Davis]  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee  (during  the 
reading  of  the  statement) .  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  fur¬ 
ther  reading  of  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
dispensed  with,  and  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
require. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  here,  in  the 
annals  of  some,  for  quite  a  long  while. 
I  am  now  beginning  the  23d  year  of  my 
service.  I  have  been  on  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  for  a  long  while  and  I 
have  participated  in  the  drafting  and 
the  presentation  of  a  great  number  of 
public  works  omnibus  bills.  In  all  of  the 
years  in  which  I  have  participated  this 
has  been  quite  the  most  laborious  task 
that  I  have  ever  undertaken. 

There  are  many  reasons  for  this. 
When  we  brought  this  bill  to  the  House 
it  carried  a  money  value — and  I  am 
speaking  in  round  figures — of  $2,300  mil¬ 
lion.  The  other  body  raised  this  figure 
by  $1,495  million.  Some  seem  to  think 
it  is  a  little  more,  but  all  of  those  who 
have  added  up  the  figures  admit  that 
it  was  at  least  $1,495  million. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  hope  my  good  friend  will  withdraw 
that  because  it  will  take  me  but  a  few 
minutes  to  conclude  my  statement. 

Does  my  dear  friend  from  Michigan 
insist  on  the  point  of  order?  It  will  take 
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me  but  a  few  minutes  to  finish  the  state¬ 
ment. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  have  long  known  my  distinguished 
friend  and  colleague  from  Michigan,  I 
know  of  his  long  devotion  to  our  late 
friend,  Paul  Shafer,  of  Michigan,  who 
was  one  of  my  dearest  and  warmest 
friends.  I  just  felt  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Johan¬ 
sen],  would  not  further  delay  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  this  House.  I  just  knew  he 
would  not,  and  I  am  grateful. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  a  tedious  job. 
We  brought  out  a  bill  carrying  a  price 
tag,  if  I  may  use  the  expression,  of  $2,300 
million.  As  the  chairman  of  the  Flood 
Control  Committee,  I  gave  assurances  to 
the  chairman  and  the  members  of  the 
Rules  Committee  that  to  the  very  best 
of  our  ability  we  would  sustain  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  House. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  when  we  came 
to  the  House  I  gave  assurances  to  the 
House  that  we  would  sustain  so  far  as 
possible  the  position  of  the  House. 

It  will  be  recalled  further  I  asked  at 
that  time,  in  a  si?irit  of  cooperation,  that 
if  we  promised  full  and  complete  hear¬ 
ings  early  next  year  on  the  projects  in 
controversy,  I  pled  with  the  Members  of 
the  House  that  they  not  offer  a  single 
amendment  suggesting  the  addition  of  a 
single  project  to  this  bill.  Many  of  my 
colleagues  were  rather  amazed  because, 
you  will  recall,  in  a  spirit  of  absolute 
honesty,  in  a  spirit  of  absolute  fair  play, 
and  I  shall  never  forget  this  the  longest 
day  I  live,  the  Members  of  this  House 
took  me,  speaking  for  my  committee  as 
a  whole,  at  my  word,  and  not  a  single 
amendment  was  offered  to  add  a  single 
project  to  this  bill. 

So,  then,  we  debated  the  bill.  On  one 
project  we  did  not  prevail.  That  was  de¬ 
feated  on  a  recommittal  motion.  On 
three  others  we  did  prevail.  So,  then, 
when  objection  was  lodged,  it  was  nec¬ 
essary  to  go  before  the  Rules  Committee 
to  get  a  nile,  and  again  I  made  assur¬ 
ances  on  the  part  of  the  committee  in 
the  House  that  we  would  do  our  best  to 
sustain  the  position  of  the  House. 

So  I  am  delighted  humbly  to  tell  you 
that  after  long,  hard,  laborious,  and  tedi¬ 
ous  conferences,  we  come  back  to  you 
with  a  unanimous  conference  report,  and 
I  am  more  than  delighted,  humbly,  to 
tell  you  that  in  that  unanimous  report 
we  have  come  back  with  about  $2,300  mil¬ 
lion,  or  almost  exactly  the  money  value 
of  the  bill  as  it  left  the  House.  In 
that  as  long  as  we  live  we  will  feel  that 
we  have  absolutely  kept  our  word  to  the 
Rules  Committee  and  to  the  House  to 
bring  that  bill  back  to  you,  and  we  bring 
it  back  to  you  just  as  we  passed  it  and 
as  you  passed  it. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
wish  to  delay  the  House  consideration  of 
this  matter,  but  I  think  it  should  be  said 
that  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Davis]  has  perfonned  a  legislative  mir¬ 
acle.  He  has  sustained  the  position  of 


the  House.  He  has  accomplished  his 
job  against  vei*y  difficult  odds  in  a  min¬ 
imum  amoimt  of  time.  He  and  his  con¬ 
ferees  deserve  the  commendation  of  us 
all,  including  those  of  us  who  were  hope¬ 
ful  other  projects  might  have  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  conference  report,  such 
as  the  Waiu’ika  project  in  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
my  distinguished  friend  and  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Boggs]  . 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 
like  to  join  in  the  commendation  of  the 
distinguished  majority  whip  and  to  add 
that  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Davis]  also  brought  back  a 
very  difficult  assignment.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Jones],  who  assisted  him,  are  also  to  be 
commended.  He  also  had  the  able  as¬ 
sistance  of  his  minority  Members, 
headed  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer]. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  those  members  of  the  Con¬ 
ference  Committee  who  have  brought 
back  this  conference  report. 

However,  there  is  one  project  that 
meant  a  great  deal  to  many  of  us  which 
was  contained  in  the  House  bill  when  it 
passed  the  House.  It  was  also  in  the 
Senate  bill  when  it  passed  the  Senate. 
I  refer  to  the  Savannah  River  project — 
the  Duke  Power  project — which  would 
have  used  a  great  deal  of  coal,  and  that 
coal  would  have  been  mined  in  the  dis¬ 
tressed  areas  of  our  great  coal  fields  in 
this  country,  not  only  in  my  own  State 
of  Virginia,  but  in  West  Virginia,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  Tennessee,  and  others. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  this  proj¬ 
ect,  which  would  involve  no  Federal 
funds  whatsoever,  would  open  new  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  to  miners,  rail¬ 
roaders,  and  workers  in  affiliated  indus¬ 
tries.  When  completed,  the  installation 
would  bum  9,500  tons  of  bituminous  coal 
per  day. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  know,  the  coal 
industry  is  already  hard  hit  by  imports 
of  residual  oil  and  other  market  in¬ 
equities.  Here  is  an  opportunity  to  help. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  that  that  project 
was  not  left  in  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  wondering  if  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  would  com¬ 
ment  as  to  the  possibilities  of  this  proj¬ 
ect  which  would  mean  so  much  to  my 
area? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may  have  the  attention  of 
the  House,  I  should  like  to  state  this: 

We  recognize  that  the  basin  authori¬ 
zations  must  be  taken  up  early  next 
year.  With  the  consideration  of  the 
basin  authorizations  we  are  going  to  take 
up  the  Duke  Power  project,  the  Trotty 
Shoals  project,  along  with,  if  I  may  say, 
the  Devil’s  Jump  project,  the  Knolls 
project,  the  Flint  River  project,  the  Cape 
Fear  project,  the  Bums  Creek  project. 
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and  the  Waureka  project,  along  with  the 
basins.  We  have  promised  and  reduced 
it  to  writing  in  the  conference  report 
that  early  in  January  we  will  have  fur¬ 
ther  hearings  in  order  to  bring  them  out 
to  the  floor  in  advance  of  any  considera¬ 
tion  that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  give  to  these  projects  in  the  late 
spring  or  early  summer. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  certainly 
yield  to  the  distinguished  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ma¬ 
jority  whip  has  spoken  of  the  fine  work 
performed  by  our  conferees,  and  in  that 
statement  I  join.  As  the  minority 
leader,  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  would 
agree  with  me  that  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin]  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  have 
performed  admirably  as  representatives 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  this 
conference. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  too  am  sorry  that  the 
Duke  power  project  is  not  included  in  the 
bill.  Having  followed  this  matter,  I 
know  of  the  situation  that  developed  and 
to  retain  it  in  the  bill  apparently  be¬ 
came  pretty  much  of  an  impossibility. 
Certainly,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  that  I  shall  do  as  much  as  I  can 
in  the  early  days  of  the  next  session — 
that  is,  assuming  I  am  back,  about  which 
there  is  a  little  dispute  now,  but  I  guess 
I  will  make  it  if  we  finally  adjourn  so  I 
can  get  home  and  see  my  people — but  in 
any  event  I  shall  do  what  I  can  in  behalf 
of  that  project. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  we  in  Indiana  have 
been  interested  in  a  project  which  is  not 
in  this  bill  and  which  was  not  in  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House,  I  venture  to 
express  the  hope  that  before  we  come 
back  in  January  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  administration  will  have 
seen  fit  to  approve  the  Bums  Waterway 
Harbor  in  northern  Indiana  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  and  I  trust  that  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Davis]  then  would 
give  it  the  sympathetic  consideration 
that  I  just  know  he  will. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  based  upon  what  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  has  said,  we  can  under¬ 
stand  that  there  will  be  another  public 
works  bill  next  year  containing  these 
projects,  plus  other  projects  reported  by 
the  Ai-my  Engineers  on  projects  they  are 
now  studying? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  many  of  the  basin  authoriza¬ 
tions  have  to  be  changed,  and  while  I 
cannot  guarantee  what  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  will  do  about  specific  projects,  I  say 
that  early  in  January  we  will  have  hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  say  to  my  distinguished  and  beloved 
friend  from  Tennessee,  the  chairman  of 
the  House  conferees,  that  he  did  an  out¬ 
standing  job.  Also  I  want  to  thank  the 
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members  of  the  minority  who  stood  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  the 
Duke  project,  even  though  it  passed 
through  this  House  in  a  breeze,  with  no 
opposition.  It  was  also  adopted  in  the 
other  body.  But  I  still  want  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  know  that  I  am  grateful  to 
the  conferees:  I  am  grateful  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Speaker,  the  majority  leader, 
the  minority  leader,  the  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  and  all  the  Members 
of  this  House  who  stood  by  the  House 
position.  I  lost  this  round.  The  next 
round  will  come  up  in  January. 

I  do  want  to  say  this  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Tennessee  as 
a  reminder  to  the  House,  that  this  would 
have  been  the  largest  steamplant  on 
the  face  of  the  earth,  a  $300  million 
plant,  in  line  with  the  President’s  pro¬ 
gram  to  get  the  economy  moving;  $26 
million  worth  of  coal  annually  from  the 
distinguished  gentleman’s  State  and  the 
States  of  West  Virginia  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania;  9,500  tons  daily  over  the  Sea¬ 
board,  the  Southern,  and  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Line. 

I  am  happy  that  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  is  able  to  as¬ 
sure  me  that  this  project,  next  Janu¬ 
ary,  will  receive  the  earnest  and  careful 
consideration  of  this  House.  I  extend 
my  thanks  to  him,  to  the  Speaker,  the 
majority  leader,  the  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  and  all  of  them. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  for  yielding. 
I  just  wanted  to  make  this  comment, 
following  the  remarks  of  my  friend  from 
South  Carolina  who  recounted  the  vast 
amount  of  money  that  would  be  in¬ 
volved  in  this  project  and  the  tremen¬ 
dous  benefits  and  advantages  that  would 
accrue  to  so  many  people,  to  point  out 
in  addition  to  that,  that  all  of  this  money 
would  be  provided  by  the  Duke  Power  Co. 
without  involvement  of  the  Federal 
Government  or  taxpayers’  money.  I 
certainly  regret  that  the  conference 
committee  saw  fit  to  knock  this  project 
out  of  the  bill.  In  my  judgment  it  was 
the  best  project  in  the  bill.  I  realize 
that  the  gentleman  had  his  obligations, 
and  I  am  expressing  only  one  man’s 
opinion;  but  it  does  seem  to  me  that  this 
is  a  project  we  should  have  authorized 
since  it  would  not  have  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  a  single  dime. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  add  my  commendation  to  the  others 
that  have  been  offered  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Tennessee,  the 
chairman  of  the  House  committees,  and 
the  other  members  of  the  House  con¬ 
ferees.  Naturally,  I  wish  that  the  Flint 
River  project  were  included  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  I  have  every  belief  that 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  will  confirm  his  previous  state¬ 
ment  that  it  will  be  brought  up  and  will 
receive  the  support  of  his  committee  in 
January  of  1963. 

Mr.  KEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  KEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  most 
grateful  man  in  the  Congress  today  is 
Carroll  Kearns  because,  I  say  to  the 
gentleman,  you  took  care  of  my  area  in 
a  flood  control  district.  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  you  now. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  so  much.  I  think  I  can 
say  to  both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  we  are 
going  to  miss  you  greatly  in  the  next 
session 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  saying  that  Waurika  proj  - 
ect  will  be  considered  in  January.  This 
does  not  preclude  the  consideration  of 
other  projects  which  were  not  considered 
in  this  bill,  does  it? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

If  you  will  give  me  just  2  minutes  more, 
because  I  think  on  a  bill  of  this  magni¬ 
tude  we  Rave  certainly  transgressed  on 
the  time  of  the  House  but  mildly,  may 
I  say  that  we  have  come  back  sustain¬ 
ing  the  position  of  the  House  almost  to 
the  dollar.  This  has  not  been  an  easy 
task,  but  I  want  you  to  know  that  never 
in  all  of  the  22  years  I  have  been  here 
have  I  had  such  cooperation  on  the  part 
of  two  of  my  grand  friends  and  col¬ 
leagues,  Bob  Jones,  of  Alabama,  and 
John  Blatnik,  of  Minnesota,  two  of  the 
ablest  men  in  this  whole  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  They  both  came  back 
from  their  districts  to  see  this  through 
in  the  last  24  hours. 

May  I  say  further  that  in  all  of  my 
experience  I  have  never  had  more  de¬ 
lightful  dealings  with  two  more  able, 
intelligent,  and  dedicated  men  on  the 
minority  side.  Bill  Cramer,  of  Florida, 
and  John  Baldwin,  of  California.  Those 
two  men  are  as  earnest  men  as  I  have 
ever  known  in  my  life.  All  of  us  worked 
together  faithfully  today  and  finally 
signed  the  report.  You  do  not  have  this 
too  often  on  a  bill  of  magnitude,  but,  if 
I  may  have  your  attention  a  moment  or 
two  longer,  may  I  say  that  I  shall  for¬ 
ever  cherish  the  fine  fellowship  of  these 
two  men  along  with  Bob  Jones  and  John 
Blatnik. 

I  want  to  say  another  thing.  We  have 
been  privileged  to  have  with  us  over  the 
years  Dick  Sullivan,  of  New  York,  and 
Joe  Brennan,  our  professional  consul¬ 
tant,  who  has  the  respect  of  all  of  us 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

We  also  had  with  us  Joseph  F.  Van 
Vladricken — we  always  called  him 
“Van” — chief  administrative  assistant  in 
the  Projects  Development  Branch  of  the 
Civil  Works  Division,  Office  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  who  is  so  capable  and  so 
efficient.  We  passed  the  bill  and  the 
Senate  passed  it.  These  men  worked 
over  the  weekend,  on  the  Sabbath  Day, 
and  came  in  on  Monday  with  a  complete 
analysis  of  this  bill  so  we  could  look  at  it. 

Then  we  are  indebted  to  Robert  L. 
Monson,  who  is  the  assistant  legisla¬ 
tive  counsel.  These  men,  along  with 
Cliff  Enfield,  the  minority  counsel,  an 
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able  lawyer,  were  of  great  assistance 
to  us. 

So  I  come  to  you  tonight  with  a  heart 
full  of  gratitude  that  we  had  competent, 
able,  dedicated  conferees,  with  an  able 
staff,  so  that  we  were  able  to  maintain 
the  position  of  the  House  on  a  bill  of  this 
magnitude. 

So,  with  appreciation  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Smith],  and  the  minority 
leader,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck],  and  all  who  helped  us  as  we 
were  seeking  to  help  you  adjourn  the 
House  of  Representatives  tonight,  we 
have  come  in  with  this  bill. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  a  heart  full  of 
gratitude  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman,  my  friend,  one  of 
the  ablest  Members  of  the  House,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pass¬ 
age  today — on  what  could  be  the  last  day 
of  the  87th  Congress — of  the  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  public  works  bill 
would  mean  the  fulfillment  of  a  dream 
long  held  by  the  people  in  my  congres¬ 
sional  district.  In  a  sense,  it  would  not 
mean  the  actual  fulfillment  of  that 
dream,  but  it  would  mean  the  dream’s 
fulfillment  in  due  course  of  time. 

Contained  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
authorization  for  a  dam  and  reservoir  at 
the  Oakley  site  on  the  Sangamon  River, 
a  part  of  the  Illinois  rivers  and  tribu¬ 
taries  project.  Oakley  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  when  completed  and  in  operation, 
wiU  prevent  much  of  the  costly  annual 
flooding  in  the  area  which  washes  away 
rich,  fertile  topsoil  from  farms  in  one 
of  the  best,  most  productive  farming 
areas  in  the  entire  United  States.  This 
topsoil,  lost  to  posterity,  becomes  a 
nuisance  at  present  in  that  it  is  carried 
down  the  Sangamon  to  Lake  Decatur, 
clogging  that  body  of  water  and  reducing 
the  water  supply  of  the  city  of  Decatur. 
Moreover,  Oakley  Dam  and  Reservoir 
will  furnish  to  the  city  of  Decatur  an 
additional  supply  of  water,  desperately 
needed  right  now.  It  will  also  supply 
water  to  Decatur  in  sufficient  quantity 
for  Decatur’s  foreseeable  future  needs. 
I  might  add,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  Decatur 
is  ready,  willing,  and  able  to  pay  the 
costs  of  Oakley  attributable  to  water 
supply — some  $4,500,000. 

it  will  be  at  this  time,  when  Oakley 
Dam  and  Reservoir  are  operational,  that 
Decatur’s  dream  will  come  true. 

It  has  been  8  long,  hard  years,  from 
the  time  I  was  first  contacted  in  1954  in 
regard  to  the  possibility  of  building  a 
dam  at  Oakley,  until  now  when  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  about  to  give  its  authorization 
for  the  dam’s  construction.  These  8 
years  have  had  their  high  points,  and 
they  have  had  their  lows.  There  was  a 
time,  in  1958,  when  it  appeared  that  all 
systems  were  “go”  on  Oakley.  But  the 
Coi-ps  of  Engineers’  price  tag  on  the  Illi¬ 
nois  rivers  and  tributaries  project  was 
$330  million,  which  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  said  was  too  high  in  relation  to 
the  benefits  to  be  derived.  So  a  resurvey 
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was  ordered,  a  survey  which  further  de¬ 
layed  Oakley  3  agonizing  years.  I  know 
that  I  watched  with  a  sense  of  frustra¬ 
tion — as  did  the  citizens  of  my  district — 
the  rumblings  of  the  wheels  of  govern¬ 
mental  process  which,  at  times,  seemed 
to  have  ground  to  a  complete  halt. 

Believe  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  com¬ 
plaining  about  the  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers.  They  would  have  been  remiss  in 
their  duties  had  they  changed  their  sur¬ 
vey  and  report  to  a  point  where  they 
were  careless  in  their  findings  of  fact. 
And  we,  in  the  Congress,  would  have 
been  remiss  in  our  duties  to  all  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States  had  we  ac¬ 
cepted  and  acted  upon  such  a  report. 

Finally,  in  February,  the  Engineers  re¬ 
leased  their  report  recommending  con¬ 
struction  of  Oakley  Dam  and  Reservoir. 
Knowing  the  report  was  on  its  way,  on 
the  first  day  of  the  second  session  of  the 
87th  Congress,  I  introduced  a  bill  to 
authorize  its  construction.  From  that 
day  until  today,  it  seems  that  hardly  a 
week  has  passed  without  something  be¬ 
ing  done  on  Oakley — starting  with  a  let¬ 
ter  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Buckley],  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  requesting 
reports  on  my  bill  from  the  interested 
agencies  and  departments. 

Then  came  almost  endless  contacts 
with  the  departments,  including  a  per¬ 
sonal  contact  with  my  good  friend  and 
our  former  colleague,  the  Honorable 
Stewart  Udall,  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
Through  the  departments,  through  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  back  to  Engineers, 
and  then  back  to  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  I  have  closely  followed  every 
step  as  Oakley  slowly  progressed  through 
all  the  channels  which  have  brought  it 
to  this  point. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  at  this  time  to 
thank  all  those  who  have  helped  me  so 
greatly  in  getting  Oakley  to  the  floor  for 
vote — members  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  staff  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  all  of  the  various  persons  in 
the  departments  who  have  been  so  help¬ 
ful. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  passage  to  the 
omnibus  public  works  bill — and  Oakley 
Dam. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  This  may  not  be  per¬ 
tinent  at  this  hour  and  under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  but  somebody  said  a  min¬ 
ute  ago,  perhaps,  you  would  like  to  have 
us  tell  you  what  is  in  the  bill.  So  now 
for  a  few  minutes  I  would  like  to  do 
that. 

To  my  distinguished  colleague,  and 
very  able  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Davis]  I  would  like  to  say  it  is 
always  a  privilege  to  work  with  him  and 
with  the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  I 
am  delighted  again  as  in  a  number  of  in¬ 
stances  in  the  past  that  we  come  to 
you  with  a  bill  which  I  think  in  good 
conscience  each  and  every  one  of  us  can 
support. 

I  am  glad  to  see  this  conference  report 
in  the  shape  that  it  is  because  it  has 
been  my  consistent  position  that  we,  in 
this  highest  legislative  body  in  the  world, 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  must 
acknowledge  certain  responsibilities  to 
the  people  of  this  country  and  to  the  tax¬ 
payers.  Nobody  can  say  that  this  is  a 


pork  barrel  bill.  The  pork  is  out  of  it. 
Nobody  can  say  that  those  who  are  en¬ 
titled  to  the  right  to  be  heard  are  being 
denied  that  right  because  these  proj¬ 
ects  that  are  controversial  have  been 
eliminated  and  will  be  heard  next  year. 
This  is  in  the  true  democratic  tradition — 
and  that  is  spelled  with  a  Uttle  “d”  I 
guess. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad  to  say  we 
have  before  us  what  I  would  call  a  clean 
bill  that  I  can  wholeheartedly  support, 
and  that  I  think  every  Member  of  this 
House  can  support.  I  think  it  is  monu¬ 
mental  that  the  Members  of  the  House 
were  able  to  cut  from  this  bill,  that  is, 
the  amounts  contained  in  the  bill  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  other  body — $1,434 
million.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  that 
is  historic.  I  know  of  no  similar  prece¬ 
dent,  and  I  am  proud  to  have  had  a  part 
in  effectuating  that  cut.  Nine  hundred 
million  dollars  was  cut  from  the  basin 
authoi’izations  to  be  considered  next 
year. 

Waurika  was  cut  out  of  the  bill,  $25 
million. 

Flynt  River,  $151  million. 

Cape  Pear,  $25  million. 

Devil’s  Jump,  $151  million. 

Bmns  Creek,  $52  million. 

Knowles  Dam,  $50  million. 

Trotter  Shoals,  $78  million. 

Of  course,  Duke  power  along  with 
Trotters  Shoals  had  to  be  deferred  for 
consideration  until  next  year  since  it  was 
essential  to  do  that  in  order  to  get  a 
bill.  So  both  projects  are  being  deferred. 

Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings]  and  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Dorn],  and  to  those  who  have  inquired, 
and  properly  so,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned 
I  would  have  prefen-ed  to  have  had  the 
Duke  power  project  retained  because  it 
was  noncontroversial  and  in  both  bills. 
There  was  no  controversy  about  it  so  far 
as  I  am  concerned.  It  was  in  both  bills 
and  I  feel  that  it  should  have  been  re¬ 
tained  in  the  final  bill.  Trotters  Shoals 
proved  to  be  controversial  and,  obviously, 
had  to  be  removed  from  the  bill  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  basic  criteria  of  having  non- 
controvei'sial  projects  included.  There¬ 
fore,  in  order  to  get  a  bill  it  was  essen¬ 
tial  to  remove  both  projects. 

I  am  glad  to  report  to  the  House  that 
China  Gardens  was  removed,  as  you  re¬ 
call,  from  the  House  bill.  As  you  recall, 
we  had  it  up  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
and  we  had  a  vote.  It  was  a  close  vote.  I 
understand  the  examiner  for  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  has  recommended  on 
the  Mountain  Sheep  $260  and  some  odd 
million  project — as  a  private  enterprise 
development.  China  Gardens  is  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  that  total  project  so  it 
seemed  a  logical  thing  to  me  that  like¬ 
wise  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
should  have  the  opportunity  of  consider¬ 
ing  the  China  Gardens  project.  I  think 
that,  too,  is  a  tremendous  accomplish¬ 
ment. 

One  concession  was  made  to  the  other 
body  of  a  rather  substantial  nature  in 
that  the  Bruces  Eddy  project,  an  Idaho 
project  on  the  Columbia  River,  was  in¬ 
cluded.  I  think  it  is  significant  that 
one  concession  in  this  instance  was  made 
to  the  other  body  and  eight  concessions 


were  made  to  this  body.  I  think  it  is 
salutary.  I  think  we  have  a  sound  bill. 
I  think  we  have  a  bill  that  everyone  can 
support.  It  is  a  bill  that  I  can  whole¬ 
heartedly  support. 

The  basic  question  left  is.  Are  there 
any  projects  in  this  bill  that  have  not 
cleared  the  department  involved?  There 
are  a  few  that  have  not  cleared  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  in  every  in¬ 
stance  the  committee  has  written  into 
the  bill  that  clearance  is  essential  before 
the  project  can  be  authorized.  So  I  can 
wholeheartedly  support  the  bill  as  meet¬ 
ing  basic  and  necessary  criteria. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Baldwin]  has 
been  of  invaluable  service  to  the  House 
and  in  conference  in  bringing  back  this 
report  deserving  of  our  support. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  we  have  no  further  requests  for  time 
on  this  side.  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin]  wants  2  min¬ 
utes,  and  these  2  minutes  will  conclude 
the  debate.  I  want  the  House  to  know 
that,  and  I  want  to  thank  especially  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Bald¬ 
win]  ,  a  valiant  conferee. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
that  the  chairman  of  the  House  con¬ 
ferees,  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Davis]  was  absolutely  a  Rock  of 
Gibralter  in  this  conference  in  defend¬ 
ing  the  position  of  the  House.  I  would 
like  to  commend  him  and  I  would  like  to 
say  it  was  a  privilege  and  an  honor  to 
serve  with  him  on  this  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

It  was  our  objective,  we  had  an¬ 
nounced  it  to  the  Rules  Committee  and 
we  had  announced  it  to  the  House  that 
all  projects  added  by  the  other  body 
where  House  Members  wanted  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  be  heard  and  had  not  had 
the  opportunity  to  be  heard  because  the 
House  committee  had  not  held  any  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  subject,  or  projects  added  by 
the  other  body  on  which  outside  wit¬ 
nesses  had  a  legitimate  right  to  be  heard 
but  had  not  been  given  the  opportunity 
before  the  House  committee,  that  these 
projects  would  be  removed  from  the  bill 
and  hearings  held  on  them  next  year. 
This  is  the  position  we  took.  We  were 
successful  in  maintaining  that  position. 
We  were  therefore  successful  in  main¬ 
taining  the  integrity  of  the  House  and 
maintaining  the  right  of  interested 
House  Members  to  have  the  right  to  be 
heard  before  any  action  is  taken  involv¬ 
ing  projects  that  may  affect  their  dis¬ 
trict  or  their  State  in  which  they  have  a 
vital  interest. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


NEW  ORLEANS  SESQUICENTENMaL 
CELEBRATION  COMMISSION^ 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pr^ 
visions  of  section  1,  Public  Law  87-759, 
the  Chair  appoints  as  members  of  the 
Battle  of  New  Orleans  Sesquicentennial 
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iA.  LAND  GRANTS.  Rep.  Conte  commended  the  Morrill  Act  and  discussed  its  relation-, 
ship  to  the  development  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts,  pp.  22228-9 

15,  SlJECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Saylor  criticized  Clyde  T.  Ellis,  General  Manager 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association  and  said,  "I  call  upon 
Elris  to  apologize  to  the  mass  of  the  American  people  who  are  eatisfif 
the  ^eat  investor-owned  electric  utility  industry  ...  is  the  necess/ry 
bone  o'f  our  economy.”  p.  22233 

16.  PERSONNEL \  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10539,  to  amend  the  F^eral  Employees 

Hea.lth  Benoits  Act  of  1959  to  provide  additional  choice  of  he^th  benefits 
plans,  pp,  \^237 

17.  ASC  COMMITTEES,  NRep.  Staggers  praised  the  ASC  county  comin^tees  saying,  ”I 

commend  these  famer  committees  for  their  exceptionally  yfine  record  of  local 
farm  program  administration.”  p.  22245 

18,  LEGISLATIVE  RECORD  Albert  summarized  the  legi^ative  accomplishments  of 

the  87th  Congress.  pp/\22242-4 

^9.  ADJOURNMENT.  Agreed  to  H.  Res.  584,  providfling  for  the  sine  die  adjournment 

^  of  the  87th  Congress,  and  a^ourned  sine  diey/ pp.  22234,  22252 

SENATE  -  JZ^t.  13 
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APPROPRIATIONS,  The  Senate  agreed t^  conference  report  on  H.  R,  12900,  the 
public  works  appropriation  bill  forS^€3  (the  House  had  agreed  to  it  on  Oct. 

12),  and  both  Houses  agreed  to  amendo^ts  which  had  been  reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment  (pp.  22176-90,  22195-208).  TJifts  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

As  agreed  to  the  bill  includes  $4<Jo, 000/^0  for  the  accelerated  public  v7orks 
program,  one-third  of  which  is  be  usedN|or  public  works  projects  in  rural 
areas. 

Agreed  to  a  resolution Sen.  Russell  Res,  415)  requesting  this 
Department  ”to  submit  to  the  Director  of  the  Bbk^get  and  to  the  Congress  in  time 
to  be  considered  in  conne/rtion  with  the  first  supplemental  appropriation  bills 
before  the  Congress  in  bne  88th  Congress  the  most^ffective  program  available 
for  research  to  discov/«  new  uses  for  agricultural^oiraiiodities”  and  that  "the 
Secretary  be  requestara  to  limit  this  program  to  itemk  costing  not  in  excess  of 
$35,000,000  per  anni^  above  current  allowances  for  196^  for  utilization  re¬ 
search  to  discove^ new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities^”  p.  22191 

Agreed  to  ^resolution  by  Sen.  Russell  (S.  Res,  4i4i\stating  "That  Che 
Senate  respect^lly  asserts  its  power  to  originate  bills  a^>ropriating  money 
for  the  suppol^  of  the  Government  and  declares  its  willingne*^  to  submit  the 
issue  eithe^ for  declaratory  judgment  by  the  appropriate  appellate  court  of  the 
United  Sta^s  or  to  an  appropriate  commission  of  outstanding  eoi^atcrs  speciali¬ 
zing  in  j^e  study  of  the  English  language  to  be  chosen  in  equal  \imb8rs  by  the 
Presidfi^  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House.”  p.  22191 

(en.  Hayden  inserted  a  summary  of  the  budget  estimates,  the  am^sunts  in  the 
Hou^  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bills,  and  the  final  amounts  agreedN^  in 
iference  for  all  appropriation  bills  this  session  of  Congress,  p,  2aJ.92 

Peed  grains,  sen.  Morse  criticized  differential  prices  of  feed  grains  as 
discriminating  against  the  Northwest  in  favor  of  the  Midwest,  urged  this  D^ 
partment  to  take  action  to  eliminate  differential  prices,  and  inserted  sever! 
items  to  support  his  position,  pp,  22163-8 


21. 


22. 

PUBLIC  WORKS,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H  R.  13273,  the  public  works 
authorization  bill  for  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  projects.  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  22172-6 

i/ 

23.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  report  on  the  status  of  area  r^flevel- 

opit^nt  projects  in  Ore.  pp.  22160-2  / 

\  / 

\ 

24.  reclamation.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  editorial  conmending  his  f iglyr  against 


an  appr^riation  for  preliminary  work  on  the  Glen  Elder  Dam  and  iroigation 
project  EO  Kan.  p.  22160  / 

25. 

RECONVENING  OF  CONGRESS.  Both  Houses  passed  H.  J.  Res.  907,  pw^iding  that  the 
88th  Congress\shall  assemble  at  noon  on  Wed.,  Jan.  9,  1963.  /This  measure  will 
now  be  sent  toNihe  President,  pp.  22193,  22235  / 

26. 

ADJOURNMENT,  Agreed  to  H.  Con.  Res.  584  and  adjourned  si^  die.  p.  22194 

\  ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  / 

27. 

LEGISLATIVE  SUMMARY.  Excision  of  remarks  of  Reps/  Smith,  la..  Toll,  Byrnes, 
Evins,  Pucinski,  Wallhaus^,  Westland,  and  Pfost/reporting  on  the  accomplish¬ 
ments  of  the  87th  CongressX  pp.  A7631-2,  A765^2,  A7655-8,  A7659-60,  A7686-7,( 
A7698-9,  A7700-1,  A7714-5  \  / 

28. 

BUDGET.  Extension  of  remarks  of^en.  Salt^stall  inserting  a  table  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  "giving  \mport^t  budgetary  figures  from  1946  to  the 
present."  p.  A7652  / 

29. 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  remark^^KRep,  Green  commending  those  who  support¬ 
ed  the  President's  trade  bill  and^nseiXing  an  article  on  the  subject,  pp. 
A7661-2  /  \ 

30. 

ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  o^^emarks  of  ReX  Magnuson  expressing  interest  in 
the  approval  by  REA  of  a  l<ym  to  the  Big  Rive^  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 

Corp. ,  of  Henerson,  Ky.  op.  A7677-9  \ 

31. 

FARM  PROGRAM.  Extensio^ of  remarks  of  Rep.  HoevenXtating  that  Hep.  Cooley 
"took  issue  with  several  statements  which  I  had  madA  on  October  1,  1962,  about^ 
the  New  Frontier  f^m  program.  I  would  like  to  takXthis  opportunity  to  rebut 
a  few  of  these  cr^ficisms."  pp.  A7703-4  \ 

/  BILLS  INTRODUCED  \ 

32. 

LAWS.  S.J,  ^s.  238,  by  Sen.  Javits,  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Commissiot^n  the  Revision  of  Federal  Agricultural  Laws  and  Pregrams;  to  Agri¬ 
culture  i^d  Forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  p.  22077  \ 

33. 

TERRIMRIES.  H.  R.  13413,  by  Rep.  O'Brien,  N.Y. ,  to  promote  the  economic  and 
socj^l  development  of  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands;  tX.Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee.  \ 
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States  by  telling  a  story  about  a  young 
^boy  who  was  coming  up  an  escalator  the 
^rong  way.  According  to  Lord  Home,  he 
t^  the  boy,  “You  cannot  do  that,”  to 
which  the  boy  replied,  “But  I  am  an 
Am^can.”  Lord  Home  then  told  his 
audience,  saying  he  drew  no  moral,  “I 
turned  nto  round  and  I  put  him  back  on 
the  rightand  proper  road.” 

I  am  afra^  it  is  the  British,  who  in  my 
judgment,  haye  been  traveling  the  wrong 
I’oad.  We  would  be  in  serious  trouble,  in¬ 
deed,  if  we  folnsmed  the  suggestions  of 
Lord  Home  abonj;  the  proper  road  to 
travel. 

I  was  incensed  wh^  I  read  this  report 
of  Lord  Home’s  speec^  I  am  still  angry 
about  it.  But  I  want  to^make  on  thing 
clear.  As  one  who  fouglNin  two  World 
Wars  side  by  side  with  Bri^sh  men  and 
oflBcers,  I  know  there  are  no  nmre  coura¬ 
geous,  determined,  or  resourceiid  fighters 
than  the  British.  And  if  I  had  tb  choose 
anyone  with  whom  to  stand  wHh  niy 
back  against  the  wall  in  a  last^tch 
struggle  for  survival,  I  would  not  hes^te 
to  make  that  stand  with  a  Britishl 
When  the  chips  are  down,  they  are  al^ 
ways  superb. 

But  my  point  is  this,  Mr.  President,  the 
American  people  would  prefer  to  meet 
and  defeat  communism  without  first 
placing  our  backs  to  the  wall  and  throw¬ 
ing  our  chips  to  the  ground.  There  is  no 
reason  why  at  this  point  we  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  negotiate  ourselves  into  a  dead¬ 
end  alley  where  the  only  alteinative  is 
complete  surrender  or  all-out  war. 
There  are  many  other  courses  we  can 
take  today  with  regard  to  Cuba,  Asia, 
trade  with  the  Communists,  Berlin,  and 
other  points  of  conflict  with  the  Com¬ 
munists  which  will  strengthen  our  hand 
and,  in  my  judgment,  make  all-out  con¬ 
flict  less,  not  more,  likely.  But  such  a 
policy  demands  more  than  mere  nego¬ 
tiation  and  wishful  thinking.  It  requires 
allied  cooperation,  and  even  economic 
sacrifice. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  not  playing  tid- 
dlsnvinks  with  the  Communists.  We  are 
involved  in  a  serious  and  dangerous  cold 
war  struggle.  We  cannot  afford  to  lose,^ 
and  the  kind  of  hestitation,  gentleman^! 
agreement,  and  timid  diplomacy  wl^ 
played  such  a  large  part  in  bringimr  on 
World  War  n  is  even  more  out  o^ate 
today  than  it  was  a  quarter  of  a ^ntury 
ago.  In  facing  the  Communisty^e  must 
fight  fire  with  fire  and  give  mr  the  dan¬ 
gerous  habit  of  confusing  tl^  form  and 
appearance  of  internatio^l  agreement 
with  the  real  substance  international 
security  which  we  have  aO  far  been  unable 
to  achieve  through  dij^matic  method. 


SOVIET 


OFFENSIVE 


Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  the 
severity  of  tl^threat  posed  to  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  this  flCuntry  by  the  Soviet  oil  of¬ 
fensive  w^ graphically  emphasized  this 
week  witfi  the  release  of  a  report  by 
the  Na^nal  Petroleum  Council.  This 
groups  an  advisory  body  to  the  Federal 
Go^^nment,  and  its  membership  in¬ 
clines  80  men  who  are  leaders  in  the 
Id  of  petroleum  production,  transport, 
Ind  sale.  Eighteen  months  ago,  the 
council  was  asked  by  the  Department 


of  the  Interior  to  make  a  factual  study 
of  the  effects  on  the  free  world  of  the 
exports  of  oil  from  the  Soviet  bloc.  A 
working  committee,  headed  by  George  T. 
Piercy,  of  Standard  Oil,  and  Robert  Ebel, 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  has 
produced  a  voluminous,  well -documented 
report  which  can  only  be  described  as 
startling. 

The  committee  found  that  the  Soviet 
Union  is  the  repository  of  vast  untapped 
oil  reserves,  and  that  crude  oil  produc¬ 
tion  is  increasing  rapidly  and  far  ex¬ 
ceeding  all  official  Soviet  plans.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  Russians  are  stepping  up 
their  ability  to  export  petroleum  by 
building  a  major  pipeline' system  which 
they  would  not  have  been  able  to  com¬ 
plete  thus  far  without  obtaining  mate¬ 
rials  from  the  free  world.  West  Ger¬ 
many,  Italy,  and  Sweden  alone  will  sup¬ 
ply  40  percent  of  the  entire  requirements 
of  the  Soviet  7-year  plan  for,  40-inch 
pipeline. 

Our  allies  are  also  cooperating  in  this 
expansion  by  building  Russian  deep  sea 
oil  tankers  in  Western  countries.  The 
Soviet  tanker  fleet  will  be  practical 
self-sufiacient  by  1965,  and  two-thir(^of 
e  new  tonnage  will  have  been  /Ap¬ 
plied  by  the  free  world.  It  is  ^deed 
sm^ising  that  the  Russians  ^em  to 
be  sm^assing  even  their  own  Deduction 
estim^s  in  this  field,  and  >fiistressing 
that  th^iations  of  the  fre^r  world  have 
formulat^  no  coordinatejj^lan  to  meet 
the  offensix 

Soviet  bloSv^xports  ^Western  Europe 
have  grown,  in  estimation  of  the 
committee  whi(N  h^  just  produced  this 
important  repor^Soviet  bloc  exports 
will  continue  t(^Pow.  This  politically 
motivated  trac^offengive  has  three  seri¬ 
ous  conseque^es: 

First.  It  j^uces  the\^venues  of  the 
oil  producurfg  nations  of  tme  West. 

Secony  It  enables  the  Communists  to 
obtain ^rategic  goods  and  technology  in 
returnr  for  oil,  from  the  ind^trialized 
nati^s. 

ird.  It  enables  the  Soviets  td^exert 
tical  pressure  on  underdev^ped 
iountries  which  become  dependent  ir^n 
receiving  Soviet  oil. 

In  recent  months,  I  have  spoken  out 
many  times  in  an  effort  to  alert  the 
country  to  this  very  real  danger.  It  is 
gratifying  that  this  long-awaited  report 
was  finally  released,  and  I  commend  the 
National  Petroleum  Council,  and  the 
members  of  the  committee  for  their  ex¬ 
cellent  presentation.  Perhaps  this  re¬ 
port  will  serve  to  awaken  the  public  and 
government  officials  to  the  harsh  facts. 

On  October  26,  the  Senate  Internal 
Security  Subcommittee  will  meet  in  New 
York  to  hear  testimony  relating  to  trade 
with  the  Soviet  bloc.  It  is  my  hope  that 
the  witnesses  at  the  hearing  will  be  able 
to  give  us  additional  information  on  this 
oil  problem  in  particular.  With  this  ob¬ 
jective  in  mind,  the  subcommittee  staff 
is  preparing  to  receive  testimony  from 
some  of  the  men  who  compiled  this  ex¬ 
cellent  report. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President  I 
ask  unanimous  consent ,  that  the  qjraer 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Vi^ithout 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

RECESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  President,  I 

move  that  the  Senate  /tand  in  recess, 
subject  to  the  call  of  ^e  Chair. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  1 
o’clock  and  20  miimtes  p.m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess,  su^ct  to  the  call  of  the 
Chair.  At  2  o’cjock  p.m.,  the  Senate  re¬ 
assembled,  wl^  called  to  order  by  Hon. 
Lee  METCAL^a  Senator  from  the  State 
of  Montana 

DESIGJ)^ATI0N  OP  ACTING  PRESI- 
'DENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

Tile  legislative  clerk  read  the  following 
letter : 

TJ.S.  Senate, 

President  pro  tempore, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  13,  1962. 

To  the  Senate: 

Being  temporarily  absent  from  the  Senate, 

1  appoint  Hon.  Lee  Metcalf,  a  Senator  from 
the  State  of  Montana,  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  Chair  during  my  absence. 

Carl  Hayden, 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  METCALF  thereupon  took  the 
chair  as  Acting  President  pro  tempore. 

MESSAGE  PROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  12900)  making  appropriations  for 
certain  civil  functions  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Defense,  certain 
agencies  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 
Corporation,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority,  and  certain  river  basin  commis¬ 
sions,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963;  that  the  House  receded  from 
;s  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
tne  Senate  numbered  4,  13,  and  18  to  the 
billSand  concurred  therein,  and  that  the 
Hou^  receded  from  its  disagreement  to 
the  airlendment  of  the  Senate  numbered 

2  to  theN?ill  and  concurred  therein,  with 
an  amenmnent,  in  which  it  requested  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  alHp  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  alBxecKhis  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bifis,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Actins[  President  pro 
tempore: 

H.R.  6371.  An  act  to  amehd  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  with  ^spect  to  the 
limitation  on  retirement  Income,  and  with 
respect  to  the  taxable  year  forN^hlch  the 
deduction  for  interest  paid  will  beSallowable 
to  certain  building  and  loan  ass^ations, 
mutual  savings  banks,  and  coo^rative 
banks; 

H.R.  8269.  An  act  for  the  relief  of ' 
Walter  H.  Duisberg; 
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8517.  An  act  to  grant  emergency  of- 
flcene  retirement  benefits  to  certain  persons 
wbo  aid  not  qualify  therefor  because  their 
appllcaVpns  were  not  submitted  before  May 
25,  1929;\nd 

H.R.  10^.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kenyon 
B.  Zahner. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  AUTHORIZATION 
BILL — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  submit  a 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  13273)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  report  will  be  read  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  October  12,  1962,  pp.  22131- 
22140,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  present 
consideration  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  the  report 
was  agreed  to  by  all  the  conferees,  and  is 
signed  by  all  members  of  the  conference 
committee. 

The  conferees  carried  on  extensive  and 
intensive  deliberations,  and  reached  an 
agreement  which  will  make  it  possible 
to  caiTy  forward  projects  which  are  ex¬ 
tremely  vital  to  the  improvement  and 
strengthening  of  our  economy. 

There  were  a  number  of  projects  on 
which  hearings  had  not  been  held  on  the 
House  side,  and  on  which  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  could  not  agree.  The  Senate 
receded  very  reluctantly  on  these  proj¬ 
ects;  but  we  have  received  a  commitment 
from  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  will  hold  public 
hearings  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the 
next  Congress  convenes,  on  the  follow¬ 
ing  projects  which  were  considered  by 
the  conferees,  and  are  not  included  in 
this  conference  report.  They  are  Cape 
Pear  River  Basin,  N.C. ;  Flint  River,  Ga.; 
the  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River, 
Ky.,  and  Teim. ;  Knowles  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Flathead  River,  Mont.;  Bums 
Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake  River, 
Idaho;  Waurika  reclamation  project, 
Oklahoma ;  Savannah  River-Duke  Power 
Co.,  South  Carolina  and  Georgia;  and 
Trotter’s  Shoal  Reservoir,  Savannah 
River. 

Mr.  President,  I  refer  to  page  48  of  the 
conference  report  as  presented  to  the 
House  by  Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee,  a  copy 
of  which  is  on  the  desks  of  Senators,  for 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House,  as  follows: 

EARLY  HEARINGS 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
made  a  commitment  that  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  would  hold  pub¬ 
lic  hearings  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the 
next  Congress*  convenes  on  the  following 
projects  which  were  considered  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  which  are  not  included  in  t.Viin 


conference  report:  Cape  Fear  River  Basin, 
N.C.;  Flint  River,  Ga.:  the  South  Fork  of  the 
Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn.;  Knowles 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Flathead  River,  Mont.; 
Bums  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Snake 
River,  Idaho;  Waurika  reclamation  project, 
Oklahoma;  Savannah  River-Duke  Power  Co., 
South  Carolina  and  Georgia,  and  Trotter’s 
Shoal  Reservoir,  Savannah  River. 

There  will  also  need  to  be  a  considera¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  basin  authorizations, 
and  perhaps  other  projects  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  consideration  by  that  time — 
early  in  1963. 

In  that  regard,  the  total  cost  of  the 
projects  contained*  in  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  Senate^was  $3,692,200,800.  With 
the  reductions  made,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  provides  for  a  total  monetary  au¬ 
thorization  of  $2,260,220,000,  and  would 
authorize  some  207  projects. 

The  largest  item  taken  out  of  the  bill 
in  the  conference  was  the  sum  of 
$900,300,000  from  basin  authorizations. 
However,  with  the  exception  of  the  Los 
Angeles  River  Basin,  in  California,  there 
is  enough  remaining  authorization  from 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  to  cover 
the  appropriations  made  in  the  civil 
functions  appropriation  bill,  1962,  for  the 
fiscal  year  1963. 

With  reference  to  the  Los  Angeles 
River  Basin,  the  appropriation  in  the 
current  civil  functions  bill  exceeded  the 
existing  authorizations  by  $3 ,*700, 000. 
Therefore,  the  only  basin  authorization 
contained  in  this  bill  is  the  $3,700,000 
for  the  authorization  required  to  cover 
the  appropriations  in  the  current  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  the  Los  Angeles 
River  Basin. 

The  situation  now  is  that  before  the 
Civil  Functions  Appropriation  Act  for 
1963  can  be  considered  and  enacted, 
to  provide  the  necessary  funds  for  the 
orderly  continuation  of  the  projects  in 
the  several  basins,  additional  authoriza¬ 
tions  will  have  to  be  made.  It  was  the 
belief  of  the  Senate  committee — and 
it  was  approved  by  the  Senate — that 
since  it  was  so  late  in  1962,  it  would  be 
the  part  of  wisdom  to  include  in  this 
bill  additional  basin  authorizations;  and 
that  was  done  to  the  extent  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $900  million.  That  was  one  of 
the  items — and  the  largest  one — taken 
out  of  this  bill  in  conference.  It  does 
not  mean  that  the  authorizations  will 
not  be  passed.  They  will  have  to  be 
passed  next  year,  ahead  of  next  year’s 
civil  functions  appropriation  bill. 

However,  the  House  conferees  insisted 
that  those  basin  authorizations  be 
deleted  from  this  bill;  and  that  was 
when  they  gave  the  assurance  that  early 
in  1963  they  would  hold  hearings  and 
would  initiate  proceedings,  early  in  the 
session  of  Congress  next  year,  for  the 
passage  of  legislation  including  not  only 
the  additional  basin  authorizations 
which  were  taken  out  of  this  bill,  and 
which  will  be  required  next  year,  but 
also  they  agreed,  as  I  have  stated,  to 
hold  hearings  on  these  additional  proj¬ 
ects  which  were  deleted  from  this  bill. 

Therefore,  it  is  quite  apparent  that, 
while  the  conference  committee  reduced 
the  amoimt  provided  in  the  bill  from 
$3,692,200,800  to  $2,260,000,  the  net 
result  is  that  the  difference  between  the 
two  amounts  will,  of  necessity,  and  in 


accordance  with  the  commitment  of  the 
members  of  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee,  be  before  the  Congress  for 
its  consideration  next  year. 

With  that  explanation,  I  ask  for  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  conference  report. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  referred  to  the  agreement 
made  by  the  House  conferees  that  hear¬ 
ings  would  be  held  early  next  year  upon 
various  projects,  including  Devils  Jump, 
which  were  not  included  in  the  bill  re¬ 
ported  by  the  conference.  It  was  agreed 
also  that  these  separate  projects  will  be 
considered  early  next  year  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  river  basin  projects,  and  if 
approved  will  be  included  in  an  omnibus 
bill,  which  will  be  acted  upon  by  the 
Congress  in  1963. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  the  same  bill  that 
would  provide  additional  river  basin  au¬ 
thorizations;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  note  that  river  basin 
projects  are  not  referred  to  in  the  para¬ 
graph  on  page  48  captioned  “Early  hear¬ 
ings.”  I  am  sure  it  was  an  oversight. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  does  not  regard  it  as  an  oversight. 
I  think  it  was  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
took  it  for  granted  that  Senators  and 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  both  knew  existing  authorizations 
were  about  exhausted,  and  that  of  neces¬ 
sity  legislation  would  be  required  early 
next  year  for  additional  basin  authori¬ 
zations.  I  think  they  had  in  mind  to 
make  clear  and  a  matter  of  record  their 
assurance  that  there  would  be  hearings 
on  the  projects  which  were  eliminated 
from  the  bill  but  which  had  been  listed. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  am  sure  that  the 
Senator’s  description  of  the  situation  is 
coirect.  The  projects  listed  in  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  House  managers,  and  not 
included  in  the  bill  reported  by  the  con¬ 
ference,  if  they  should  be  approved  by 
the  House  or  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  would  become  part  of  the  omni¬ 
bus  bill  which  will  have  to  be  considered 
next  year. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  is  so  well  aware,  because  he  spent 
so  many  days  in  the  hearings  of  the 
committee,  the  projects  which  have  been 
set  forth  in  detail  and  which  were  de¬ 
leted  from  the  bill  were  all  fully  justi¬ 
fied  and  shown  to  be  worthy  and  meri¬ 
torious  by  the  reports  of  the  various  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies — the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Board  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget;  and  certainly  they  will  be  just 
as  meritorious  and  worthy  next  year. 

It  will  be  the  purpose  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma,  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  and 
Rivers  and  Harbors,  along  with  other 
members  of  the  subcommittee,  including 
the  Senator  frohi  Kentucky,  who  is  the 
ranking  Republican  member,  to  hold 
hearings  when  the  bill  comes  to  be  con- 
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sidered,  and  to  include  such  projects  in 
whatever  authorization  act  we  have  next 
year. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Let  me  say,  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Fong],  that  we  are  very  grateful  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr] 
for  his  leadership — and  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez] — as  well  as  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  McNamara],  for  their  valiant  labors 
during  the  conferences  with  the  House 
to  uphold  to  the  very  end  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill.  They  did  all  it  was 
possible  for  them  to  do  to  secure  its  adop¬ 
tion,  and  we  thank  them. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

M:r.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina. 
While  we  were  very  much  disappointed 
that  we  did  not  get  the  Cape  Fear  project 
in  the  bill,  I  am  very  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  the  fine  work 
he  and  his  colleagues  did  in  obtaining  an 
agreement  with  the  House  conferees  to 
hold  hearings  on  the  project  next  year, 
so  it  may  be  included  in  another  bill.  I 
want  to  thank  every  one  of  the  Senators 
for  the  fine  service  they  rendered.  I 
know  what  they  were  up  against.  No¬ 
body  could  have  done  more  than  they 
did.  I  am  deeply  grateful  to  every  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conference  committee  on  the 
Senate  side,  and  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
Members  of  the  House  who  were  in  the 
conference,  because  they  were  under  or¬ 
ders  and  they  did  all  they  could  do. 

I  appreciate  the  courtesy  extended  to 
me  in  letting  me  come  into  the  confer¬ 
ence  and  explain  the  project  I  was  in¬ 
terested  in,  with  the  hope  that  I  might 
be  of  help.  It  was  not  very  helpful,  but 
I  thank  Senators  for  their  courtesy. 
With  the  agreement  that  has  been  made, 
we  have  assurance  that  this  project  will 
be  considered  next  year,  when  the  hear¬ 
ings  will  be  held,  and  it  can  be  passed 
on  then.  It  is  a  fine  project. 

I  appreciate  the  fine  work  done  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  as  well  as  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]  , 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  and  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  very  grateful  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina.  It  was  with  the  deepest  regret 
that  the  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the 
Cape  Fear  River  Basin  project  in  North 
Carolina. 

It  had  been  approved  by  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  North  Carolina  delegation  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  except  one. 
It  had  been  vigorously  fought  for  by  the 
two  great  Members  in  the  Senate  from 
North  Carolina.  It  had  been  approved 
by  the  Governor  of  North  Carolina.  It 
had  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  the  Board  of  Rivers  and  Har¬ 
bors  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  It  had  a  cost- 
benefit  ratio  of  two  and  a  half  to  one. 


It  developed  that  there  was  a  road 
block  in  the  form  of  a  commitment  in  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  to 
one  member  of  the  delegation  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  North 
Carolina  that  the  project  would  not  be 
accepted  until  further  hearings  had  been 
held  by  the  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  Senate  conferees,  not  only 
with  reference  to  this  project,  but  with 
reference  to  the  others  that  were  deleted 
from  the  bill,  were  confronted  with  the 
simple  proposition  of  accepting  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  House  and  deleting  those 
projects  or  not  having  a  bill  this  year. 
So  it  was  impossible  to  keep  those  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  bill.  When  we  received 
assurances  of  the  managers  of  the  bill 
on  the  part  of  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives,  being  the  majority  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  of  the  House 
committee  handling  rivers  and  harbors, 
that  hearings  would  be  held  on  these 
projects  early  next  year,  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  reluctantly  receded  in  order  that 
there  might  be  a  bill  to  bring  to  this 
Chamber. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  we,  the  citizens  of 
South  Carolina,  are  disappointed  that 
the  Duke  project  dam  on  the  Savannah 
River,  which  had  the  approval  of  all  the 
necessary  Government  agencies,  which 
had  been  included  in  the  House  passed 
bill,  and  which  also  was  included  in  the 
Senate  passed  bill,  was  deleted  from  the 
bill  in  conference. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  for 
the  assurances  he  has  given  that  early 
hearings  will  be  held  on  this  subject  in 
January,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record,  following  the  re¬ 
port  by  the  chairman  of  the  conference 
committee  on  the  part  of  the  Senate, 
which  the  Senator  has  made,  the  news 
release  on  this  matter  that  I  issued, 
dated  October  12, 1962. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  news 
release  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Strom  Thurmond,  of 

South  Carolina,  on  Bivers  and  Harbors 

Authorization  Bill,  October  12,  1962 

I  am  disappointed  that  the  conferees  threw 
out  the  Duke  Power  project  approval.  It 
would  cost  the  Government  nothing.  In 
fact,  it  would  greatly  benefit  South  Caro¬ 
lina  and  Georgia  in  both  construction  jobs 
and  permanent  employment.  This  $280  mil¬ 
lion  project  by  private  enterprise  would  be 
the  largest  steam  power  generating  plant 
in  the  world  and  would  pay  annual  national 
taxes  of  approximately  $10  million,  approxi¬ 
mately  $7  million  to  the  State  and  approxi¬ 
mately  $1  million  to  Anderson  County. 

The  conferees  did  give  some  indication 
that  we  might  be  able  to  win  approval  of  the 
Duke  project  early  next  year.  I  will  cer¬ 
tainly  work  toward  accomplishing  this  goal. 

I  was  pleased  that  the  conferees  eliminat¬ 
ed  from  the  bill  the  Trotters  Shoals  project. 
It  has  been  estimated  that  the  cost  would 


be  $78.8  million,  but  as  usual  with  power 
projects,  the  final  cost  could  run  to  more 
than  $100  million.  It  would  help  create  a 
desert  for  industrial  development  in  the 
upper  western  part  of  South  Carolina  by 
eliminating  many  fine  industrial  sites.  In 
fact,  former  Senator  Charles  E.  Daniel  says 
that  at  present  this  area  provides  some  of 
the  best  industrial  sites  in  this  country. 

■While  the  Duke  project  had  the  approval 
of  all  necessary  Government  agencies,  the 
Trotters  Shoals  project  did  not  have  such 
an  approval. 

In  addition  to  all  this,  the  Trotters 
Shoals  project  would  block  the  construction 
of  a  $M  to  $80  million  paper  plant  ojiera- 
tion  near  Calhoun  Palls.  In  addition  to 
the  many  Jobs  this  plant  would  provide,  its 
operations  would  result  in  greatly  increas¬ 
ing  the  price  of  pulpwood  in  this  area  of 
South  Carolina  and  Georgia  where  tree  farm¬ 
ing  is  the  principal  farming  pursuit. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  also  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  statement  by  Mr.  W.  B.  Mc¬ 
Guire,  president  of  Duke  Power  Co.,  be¬ 
fore  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  August  1962. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  statement 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Statement  of  W.  B.  McGuire,  President  op 

Duke  Power  Co.,  Before  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  ON  Flood  Control,  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  U.S.  House  op  Representatives, 

August  1962,  H.R.  6789 

My  name  is  W.  B.  McGuire.  I  live  in 
Charlotte,  N.C.,  and  am  president  of  Duke 
Power  Co.  Personally,  and  on  behalf  of  my 
company,  I  wish  to  thank  the  committee  for 
the  opportunity  of  presenting  some  facts 
which  I  hope  will  assist  the  committee  in 
its  deliberations  upon  H.R.  6789  which  is 
presently  before  you. 

PURPOSE  OF  APPEARANCE 

Duke  Power  Co.  proposes  to  contruct  a 
steam-electric  generating  plant  on  the 
Savannah  River,  in  the  area  of  Middleton 
Shoals,  between  the  Clark  Hill  and  Hartwell 
Federal  hydroelectric  projects.  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  plant  it  will  be  necessary 
to  build  a  diversion  dam  across  the  Savannah 
River,  for  which  congressional  approval  must 
be  obtained.  It  is  through  H.R.  6789,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Congressman  Dorn,  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  in  whose  district  the  project  would  be 
built,  that  we  seek  this  authorization.  Our 
diversion  dam  across  the  river  would  be 
partly  in  Georgia  in  the  district  of  Congress¬ 
man  Stephens,  and  we  have  kept  him  fully 
advised  of  our  plans. 

DUKE  POWER  CO.’S  PROPOSED  STEAMPLANT 

Duke  Power  Co.’s  proposed  steamplant 
would  be  located  on  the  northeast  bank  of 
the  Savannah  River  in  Anderson  County. 
S.C.,  at  river  mile  296.7,  about  8  miles  below 
Hartwell  Dam,  and  immediately  upstream 
from  the  Sanders  Perry  Bridge.  The  initial 
installation  will  contain  two  steam-electric 
generating  units,  each  of  at  least  350,000 
kilowatt  capacity,  but  the  site  will  be  de¬ 
veloped  for  the  ultimate  installed  generating 
capacity  of  some  2  million  kilowatts. 

While  there  may  be  plants  of  this  size  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  ultimate  completion 
of  Duke  Power  Co.’s  plant,  it  is  Duke’s  un- 
d.erstandlng  that,  today,  a  steam-electric  gen¬ 
erating  plant  of  this  capacity  does  not  exist 
in  the  world.  The  following  statistics  with 
respect  to  this  plant  may  be  of  Interest: 
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2,000,006-kilo¬ 
watt  steam¬ 
plant 

700,000-kilo¬ 
watt  initial 

2  units 

$280,000,000 

$91, 000, 000 

$2,  500, 000 

$1,160,000 

$26,  000, 000 

$9, 100, 000 

$7, 450, 000 

$2,420,000 

$9, 240, 000 

$3, 000, 000 

2, 000,000 

700,000 

10, 000, 000, 000 

3, 500, 000, 000 

3,500,000 

1, 220, 000 

9,600 

3,300 

While  mentioning  the  economics  of  our 
plant,  I  would  note  for  the  committee,  that 
the  entire  South  Carolina  congressional  dele¬ 
gation — both  Senate  and  House  Members — ■ 
support  this  legislation.  The  South  Caro¬ 
lina  General  Assembly  on  February  8,  1962, 
adopted  a  concurrent  resolution  strongly 
supporting  this  project  and  memorializing 
the  Congress  to  authorize  its  construction 
as  soon  as  possible.  In  addition,  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  South  Carolina  and  the  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Development  Board  strongly  support 
this  bill. 

NECESSITT  FOR  AND  FUNCTION  OF  DAM 

Steam-electric  generating  plants  require 
large  quantities  of  water  for  condensing 
steam.  In  connection  with  Duke  Power’s 
proposed  plant,  a  diversion  dam  across  the 
Savannah  River  Is  necessary  to  provide  suf¬ 
ficient  storage  to  reregulate  the  nonuniform 
flows  to  be  discharged  from  Hartwell  hydro¬ 
plant.  Our  dam  will  be  a  relatively  low 
structure.  It  is  a  retaining  wall  only  and 
will  not  be  used  to  generate  hydroelectric 
power.  The  pond  created  by  this  diversion 
dam  will  have  a  surface  area  of  only  1,500 
acres. 

To  condense  the  steam,  river  water  will 
be  drawn  from  the  pond  created  by  the  diver¬ 
sion  dam  and  will  be  returned  to  the  river 
downstream  from  the  dam.  In  passing 
through  the  condensers,  the  water’s  tem¬ 
perature  will  be  raised  some  13°  to  18°  F., 
depending  upon  operating  conditions. 
After  discharge  from  the  powerhouse,  the 
warmer  water  will,  under  the  most  adverse 
weather  conditions,  be  cooled  by  natural 
processes  to  normal  temperature  by  the  time 
It  travels  a  relatively  short  distance  down¬ 
stream  from  the  steamplant. 

In  addition,  the  diversion  dam  will  act  as 
a  thermal  barrier  to  separate  the  intake 
and  discharge  points  of  the  plant’s  cooling 
water  •  system.  Without  this  barrier,  if  a 
Government  hydroelectric  project  is  built  in 
this  stretch  of  the  river,  warm  water  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  condensers  would  recir¬ 
culate  to  the  intake,  be  drawn  into  the 
plant,  and  reduce  the  plant’s  eCaclehcy. 

COMPARABUrrY  OF  DUKE  POWER’S  PLANT  WITH 
GOVERNMENT  DEVELOPMENT 

Several  plans  have  been  proposed  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  stretch  of  the  Savannah 
River  between  the  Clark  Hill  and  Hartwell 
projects.  In  1959  the  Army  Engineers  con¬ 
sidered  the  construction  of  two  projects. 
Carters  Island  and  Goat  Island.  After  re¬ 
study,  the  Army  district  engineer  on  Febru¬ 
ary  9,  1962,  recommended  that  a  single  proj¬ 
ect,  Trotters  Shoals,  be  built  to  impound 
the  entire  reach  of  the  river  between  Clark 
Hill  and  Hartwell. 

Duke  has  kept  the  Army  Engineers  ad¬ 
vised  of  its  plans  for  the  Savannah  River 
plant  as  they  have  developed,  and  has  had 
numerous  conferences  with  both  the  district 
engineer  in  Savannah  and  the  division  engi¬ 
neer  in  Atlanta. 

If  no  Federal  dam  is  built,  Duke’s  pro¬ 
posed  steam  plant  requires  only  a  diversion 
dam  with  a  crest  at  elevation  466  above  mean 
sea  level.  However,  in  order  to  make  its 
plant  and  the  proposed  Carters  Island  and 
Goat  Island  projects  compatible,  Duke  ad¬ 
vised  the  Army  Engineers  of  its  willingness 


to  construct  its  diversion  dam  to  elevation 
475. 

When  Trotters  Shoals  was  proposed,  Duke 
again  met  with  the  Army  Engineers  and  re¬ 
iterated  Its  agreement  to  construct  its  dam 
to  elevation  475,  which  Is  the  elevation  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Army  Engineers  for  Trot¬ 
ters  Shoals.  Although  this  additional 
height  on  the  Duke  Dam  is  not  needed  for 
its  project,  Duke  will  assume  this  additional 
cost  to  achieve  compatibility  between  Its 
plant  and  Trotters  Shoals,  should  Congress 
authorize  the  construction  of  Trotters  Shoals. 

TIME  SCHEDULE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

Duke  Power  Co.’s  construction  program 
calls  for  initial  operation  of  the  first  unit  of 
350,000  kilowatts  of  the  Savannah  River 
plant  about  July  1,  1967,  with  the  second 
imit  to  commence  operation  about  1  year 
later.  Further  units  will  be  added  as  needed 
to  meet  system  requirements  up  to  a  maxi¬ 
mum  plant  capacity  of  about  2  million  kilo¬ 
watts. 

To  begin  operation  on  July  1,  1967,  con¬ 
struction  of  the  dam  and  steamplant  must 
begin  approximately  3  years  earlier,  about 
July  1,  1964.  Before  construction  of  the  dam 
and  plant  can  proceed,  a  railroad  must  be 
built  to  the  site  to  bring  in  the  necessary 
construction  materials.  This  plant  site  can 
be  served  by  more  than  one  railroad.  Conr 
struction  of  the  railroad  must  begin  on  either 
March  1,  1963,  or  January  1,  1964,  depending 
upon  what  railroad  connection  shall  be  buUt. 

ARMY  ENGINEERS  HAVE  NO  OBJECTION  TO  BILL 

HJl.  6789  is  patterned  after  Public  Law  68, 
enacted  by  the  80th  Congress.  1st  session. 
May  16,  1947,  authorizing  Duke  Power  Co.  to 
construct  a  diversion  dam  across  the  Dan 
River  m  Rockingham  County,  N.C.  H.R.  6789 
was  submitted  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  contains  the  only 
suggestion  made  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
which  was  the  insertion  in  line  21,  page  2,  of 
the  words  “or  downstream.’’ 

By  letter  of  August  24.  1961,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  advised  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  that  it  had  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  passage  of  this  bill,  saying  in 
part: 

“It  is  considered  that  the  proposed  Duke 
Power  Co.  dam  would  not  materially  affect 
future  development  of  the  water  resources  of 
the  stream  as  planned.  In  any  event,  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  United  States  are  protected  by 
the  provision  in  the  bill  requiring  approval 
of  plans  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  with  such  conditions  as 
they  deem  necessary  and  the  provision  re¬ 
leasing  the  United  States  from  all  claims  for 
damages  by  reason  of  any  Federal  project  up¬ 
stream  or  downstream  from  the  proposed 
dam. 

“The  Department  of  the  Army  Interposes 
no  objection  to  the  enactment  of  H.R. 
6789.” 

The  bill  grants  Duke  authority  to  con¬ 
struct  its  plant  on  condition  that  its  plans 
are  approved  by  the  Army  Engineers  and  pro¬ 
hibits  variance  from  the  plans  so  approved 
except  with  approval  of  the  Army  Engineers. 

DEPARTMENT  OP  INTERIOR  VIEWS  ON  BILL 

By  letter  of  April  27.  1962,  the  Department 
Of  Interior  presented  to  the  committee  its 


views  on  HJl.  6789.  The  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  has  made  what  seems  to  us  to  be  a 
very  tmusual  request.  It  Is  that  they  be 
given  authority  to  approve  plans  for  our 
structure.  Historically  the  approval  of  plans 
for  structures  in  navigable  streams  of  the 
United  States  has  always  rested  with  the 
Army  Engineers.  We  have  checked  this  mat¬ 
ter  through  the  office  of  Congressman  Dorn 
who  introduced  this  bill.  He  advises  us  that 
he  knows  of  no  instance  In  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  granted  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  veto  power  over  project  plans.  Con¬ 
gressman  Dorn  further  advises  us  that  he 
made  inquiry  of  the  counsel  to  this  com¬ 
mittee  and  your  counsel  knew  of  no  such 
grant  of  authority. 

We  respectfully  point  out  that  were  we  to 
be  required  to  obtain  approval  of  our  plans 
from  both  the  Army  Engineers  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior,  we  would  be  placed  In 
a  most  difficult  position.  Such  dual  ap¬ 
proval  would  be  quite  time  consuming  and 
our  time  schedule  is  a  tight  one.  But  a 
much  more  serious  problems  steins  from  the 
fact  that  the  Army  Engineers  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior  may  be  In  disagree¬ 
ment  as  to  the  type  of  structure  we  should 
build.  The  Army  Engineers’  report  on  the 
proposed  ’Trotters  Shoals  Government  dam 
calls  for  that  project  to  be  built  to  elevation 
475  feet  above  mean  sea  level  with  no  pro¬ 
vision  for  pumped  storage  at  HartweU  Dam. 
The  Department  of  the  Interior  wants  Trot¬ 
ters  Shoals  at  480  feet  above  mean  sea  level, 
with  provision  for  pumped  storage  at  Hart¬ 
well.  Theses  different  views  not  only  call 
for  different  heights  for  our  structure,  but 
a  different  design  altogether.  So  long  as  this 
difference  exists  between  the  two  agencies,  if 
both  must  approve  our  plans,  we  are  placed 
In  an  impossible  situation.  We  respectfullSr 
urge  this  committee  to  leave  the  approval  of 
plans  for  our  project  with  the  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  where  this  authority  has  heretofore 
resided. 

FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION  VIEWS  ON  BILL 

By  letter  of  May  13,  1962,  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  commented  upon  H.R. 
6789  to  the  committee.  HJt.  6789,  as  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  committee,  contains  a  provi¬ 
sion  indemnlfjdng  the  United  States  against 
damages  to  our  structure  by  reason  of  any 
Federal  development  on  the  Savannah.  This 
Is  the  same  form  of  Indemnity  clause  enacted 
by  the  Congress  In  Public  Law  68,  80th  Con¬ 
gress,  authorizing  us  to  construct  a  similar 
dam  for  our  Dan  River  plant  in  1947.  The 
Federal  Power  Commission,  however,  sug¬ 
gests  an  amendment  which  would  give  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  or  other  author¬ 
ized  agencies  power  to  require  Duke  Power 
Co.  to  remove  Its  dam  if  It  should  ever  Inter¬ 
fere  with  any  Federal  development  on  the 
river.  This  to  us  seems  a  very  harsh  provi¬ 
sion,  especially  when  It  Is  remembered  that 
the  Army  Engineers  have  full  control  over 
the  plans  for  our  dam.  To  our  knowledge,  no 
such  language  has  ever  been  enacted  in  an 
enabling  act  of  the  type  we  seek.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  did  not  suggest  such 
an  amendment  when  it  commented  to  the 
Congress  upon  our  Dan  River  bill. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission’s  report  to 
this  committee  cited  legislation  (61  Stat. 
675)  authorizing  Pennsylvania  Power  &  Light 
Co.  to  build  a  dam  in  the  Susquehanna  River 
as  authority  for  the  proposed  FPC  amend¬ 
ment  to  H.R.  6789.  But  that  legislation  was 
not  authority  for  the  proposed  amendment 
because  it  did  not  require  the  removal  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Power  &  Light  dam. 

It  is  doubtful  that  Duke  Power  Co.  could 
borrow  the  millions  of  dollars  we  will  need 
for  our  steamplant  were  the  FPC  amendment 
adopted.  The  bondholder’s  mortgage  would 
be  of  little  value  against  a  steamplant  which 
could  be  rendered  useless  by  having  its  es¬ 
sential  cooling-water  dam  destroyed. 
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It  is  no  answer  to  say,  as  the  PPC  amend¬ 
ment  suggests,  that  Duke  Power  Co.  could 
utilize  the  reservoir  which  caused  Duke’s 
dam  to  be  destroyed.  We  are  sure  that  the 
committee  can  understand  our  fear  of  hav¬ 
ing  a  $280  million  plant  located  upon  a  res¬ 
ervoir  over  which  we  had  absolutely  no  con¬ 
trol.  Such  a  reservoir  might  be  drained  for 
work  on  Its  dam  or  power  facilities,  leaving 
our  steamplant  without  cooling  water  and, 
therefore,  useless.  In  addition,  the  location 
of  Duke’s  plant  on  the  slack  water  of  a 
reservoir  after  removal  of  Duke’s  dam  would 
permit  recirculation  of  the  warm  water  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  plant’s  condensers.  This 
would  substantially  reduce  both  the  efll- 
ciency  and  the  capacity  of  Duke’s  steam- 
plant. 

When  these  factors  are  considered,  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  committee  will  understand  why  we 
cannot  undertake  this  project  If  the  con¬ 
dition  contained  In  the  FPC  amendment  Is 
Imposed. 

We  would  like  to  leave  with  the  committee 
a  memorandum  covering  the  requested  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  amendment.  We 
urge  the  committee  to  conclude  that  this  is 
a  burdensome  and  unnecessary  amendment, 
and  that  the  Indemnity  clause  contained  in 
H.R.  6789,  and  previously  enacted  by  the 
Congress  In  1947  for  our  Dan  River  plant, 
is  satisfactory. 

WHY  A  DUKE  POWERFLANT  ON  THE  SAVANNAH 
RIVEK?  ^ 

Duke  Power  Co.  has  for  many  years 
planned  the  eventual  location  of  one  or  more 
major  generating  plants  on  the  Savannah 
River,  and  long  ago  purchased  substantial 
areas  of  land  on  the  river  for  this  purpose. 
Over  2,200  acres  of  the  company’s  land  was 
condemned  for  the  Clark  Hill  Federal  project, 
and  over  3,600  acres  for  the  Hartwell  project. 
On  land  remaining  which  It  owns  on  the 
Savannah,  the  company  now  proposes  con¬ 
structing  the  above-mentioned  steamplant 
We  own  substantially  all  of  the  land  neces¬ 
sary  for  our  steamplant  and  Its  cooling 
water  reservoir. 

Duke’s  entire  area  is  served  by  an  In¬ 
tegrated  system  of  high-voltage  transmis¬ 
sion  lines.  The  company  is  now  In  the 
process  of  completing  a  230,000  volt  trunk 
transmission  line  system  throughout  the 
area.  Generation  at  any  one  point  on  the 
system  is  fed  Into  this  interconnecting 
transmission  network  and  becomes  a  part 
of  the  combined  total  production  which  is 
used  to  supply  the  area.  Generation  by 
Duke  on  the  Savannah  River  would  be  fed 
Into  this  Interconnected  transmission  sys¬ 
tem.  In  addition,  it  should  be  noted  that  our 
system  will  be  interconnected  with  that  of 
Georgia  Power  Co.,  and  the  generation  from 
our  Savannah  River  plant  will  also  be  a 
valuable  backup  to  that  company. 

The  southwestern  part  of  the  company’s 
service  area  which  is  bounded  by  the 
Savannah  River  has  been  undergoing  rapid 
Industrial  and  population  growth.  This 
area  includes  Anderson  and  Greenville,  S.C. 
Present  annual  energy  requirements  within 
the  area  are  about  5.1  billion  kilowatt-hours, 
and  it  is  expected  that  by  1970  the  require¬ 
ment  of  the  area  will  have  doubled.  Ob¬ 
viously,  it  is  desirable  that  additional  gen¬ 
erating  facilities  be  provided  in  this  vicinity. 

There  is  no  other  river  in  the  south¬ 
western  portion  of  the  Duke  area  having 
a  streamflow  sufiadent  to  provide  cooling 
water  for  the  2  million  kilowatt  steamplant 
Duke  proposes  for  this  area. 

SUMMABT 

In  summary,  Duke  Power  Co.  calls  special 
attention  to  the  following  aspects  of  its 
proposed  plant: 

1.  The  projected  growth  of  the  company's 
service  area  demands  the  location  of  a  large 
steamplant  In  the  lower  end  of  Its  system, 
and  the  Savannah  River  Is  the  only  stream 


capable  of  providing  cooling  water  adequate 
for  the  size  of  the  plant  required  In  this 
portion  of  Duke’s  service  area. 

2.  The  proposed  plant  will  be  of  tremen¬ 
dous  economic  benefit  to  the  area,  both  In 
construction  and  operation.  It  will  provide 
jobs  for  many  during  construction  and  a 
large  annual  payroll  for  operation;  It  will 
consrune  approximately  3.5  million  tons  of 
coal  per  year;  It  will  produce  a  substantial 
volume  of  taxes  for  both  Federal  and  local 
governments;  and  It  will  generate  the  large 
quantities  of  firm  electric  power  which  will 
be  needed  for  the  industrial  development  of 
the  region.  (This  plant  will  support  the 
system  of  Georgia  Power  Co.,  as  well  as  Duke 
Power  Co.,  through  interconnections  between 
the  two  companies.) 

3.  The  proposed  plant  will  not  prevent  the 
construction  of  the  Trotters  Shoals  project 
presently  proposed  by  the  Army  Engineers, 
should  Congress  decide  to  authorize  it.  For 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  conflict  between  the 
two  projects,  Duke  Power  Co.,  will  be  spend¬ 
ing  substantially  more  than  its  project  would 
otherwise  cost. 

4.  The  entire  South  Carolina  congressional 
delegation  supports  Duke’s  plant  and  H.R. 
6789. 

5.  The  plans  for  our  plant  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  In  detail  by  the  Army  Engineers,  who 
have  traditionally  controlled  structures  In 
navigable  streams.  The  granting  of  similar 
approval  authority  to  the  Department  of 
Interior  is  not  necessary  and  would  seriously 
delay,  if  not  prevent,  construction  of  Duke’s 
plant. 

6.  The  Federal  Power  Commission’s  sug¬ 
gested  amendment  requiring  Duke  to  remove 
its  dam  under  certain  conditions  is  not 
necessary,  has  not  been  enacted  heretofore, 
and  would  prevent  construction  of  this  plant. 

We  urge  the  committee  to  give  H.R.  6789  a 
favorable  report  in  Its  present  form  which 
has  been  approved  by  the  Army  Engineers. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  record  it  should  be  said  that  the 
chairman  [Mr.  Kerr]  of  the  conference 
committee  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  has 
indicated  that  there  was  an  agreement 
by  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  that  the  hearings  on  the  eight 
projects  which  have  been  spelled  out 
here  today  would  be  held  early  next  year, 
possibly  beginning  in  January.  I  think 
it  is  important  to  indicate  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  requested  this 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee  in  the  House.  That  was  not 
initiated  by  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House,  but  came  from  the  Senate 
request. 

I  believe  it  is  factual  to  state  to  Sena¬ 
tors  who  have  an  intense  interest  in  cer¬ 
tain  projects  that  this  was  the  desire  and 
determination  expressed  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate.  Others  of  us  were  privileged  to 
work  with  him,  to  insist  that  the  House 
hearings  be  held  early  next  year.  That 
was  the  agreement  entered  into  after 
the  initiative  was  taken  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

There  were  13  days  of  hearings  in  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control- 
Rivers  and  Harbors  and  approximately 
100  hours  of  testimony  was  heard. 
Thorough  consideration  was  given  to 
these  projects  representing  all  sections 


of  the  coimtry.  There  are  17  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
chaired  by  the  experienced  and  effective 
Senator  Chavez.  Our  subcommittee 
consisted  of  the  following:  Robert  S. 
Kerr,  chairman;  Pat  McNamara,  Jen¬ 
nings  Randolph,  Stephen  M.  Young, 
Edmund  S.  Muskie,  Frank  E.  Moss,  Oren 
E.  Long,  Benjamin  A.  Smith  II,  Lee 
Metcalf,  John  Sherman  Cooper,  Hiram 
L.  Fong,  J.  Caleb  Boggs,  Jack  R.  Miller, 
Maurice  J.  Murphy,  Jr.,  and  James  B. 
Pearson. 

Several  of  these  men  presided  over 
hearings  lasting  8  hours  or  longer.  They 
were  patient  and  helpful  in  moving  the 
projects  ahead,  with  the  assistance  of 
the  committee  staff,  and  witnesses. 

It  is  timely  also  to  stress  that  often, 
and  mistakenly,  such  projects — almost 
200  involved  in  this  legislation — are  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  “pork  barrel”  items.  That  is 
a  misnomer.  The  citizens  of  our  country 
should  realize  rather  than  pork  barrel 
projects,  that  these  are  projects  def¬ 
initely  in  the  public  interest.  They  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  national  wealth,  and 
strengthen  the  economic  base  of  the 
country.  They  are  dividend  producing 
projects. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  wiU 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  have  listened  with 
a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the  discussion 
of  the  conference  report.  I  know  some¬ 
thing  of  the  task  involved  in  bringing 
about  the  settlement. 

I  have  no  interest  individually  in 
those  projects  which  have  been  left  out. 
I  mean  that  they  do  not  affect  my  State. 
I  am  interested,  of  course,  as  a  citizen 
and  as  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

There  is  something  which  I  think  is 
a  little  ominous  contained  in  the  state¬ 
ment  that  the  House  conferees  would 
not  accept  the  projects  because  the 
House  had  not  been  able  to  hold  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  projects,  and  that  therefore 
they  were  eliminated.  It  is  true  that  we 
have  been  given  a  promise  of  early  hear¬ 
ings  next  year. 

My  question  is,  are  we  moving  gradu¬ 
ally  but  surely  into  a  position  in  which 
the  Senate  cannot  initiate  portions  of 
legislation,  based  upon  hearings  the  Sen¬ 
ate  holds?  For  instance,  my  under¬ 
standing  is  that  with  respect  to  many  of 
these  projects,  and  perhaps  all  of  them, 
the  budget  estimates  were  sent  to  Capi¬ 
tol  Hill  after  the  bill  had  passed  the 
House,  that  those  were  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  that  the  projects  had  been 
cleared. 

Is  the  Senate  to  be  barred  from  any 
initiative  in  legislative  matters?  Good¬ 
ness  knows,  an  apparent  effort  has  been 
made  to  bar  the  Senate  on  appropriation 
matters  from  adding  new  items,  and 
from  taking  an  initiative  on  its  own 
part.  Is  that  to  be  extended  to  the  leg¬ 
islative  field?  If  so,  I  am  concerned. 

I  know  that  often,  in  the  legislative 
committees  of  which  I  am  a  member, 
new  matters  are  considered  by  the  com¬ 
mittees.  Sometimes  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittees  initiate  and  the  Senate  passes 
legislation  which  goes  to  the  other  body. 
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and  the  committee  in  the  other  body  adds 
new  material  to  the  proposed  legislation 
after  hearings  held  there.  Does  that 
mean  we  have  a  right  to  object  to  that 
process,  because  the  Senate  has  not  held 
hearings? 

My  answer  to  the  question,  of  course, 
is  in  the  negative.  By  the  same  token, 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  the  right  to  say  that  the 
Senate  cannot  add  projects  to  legislation 
already  passed  by  the  House  simply  be¬ 
cause  the  House  has  not  held  hearings 
on  those  particular  projects. 

I  wish  to  lodge  one  protest  against  any 
such  understanding  as  that,  and  I  think 
the  Record  ought  to  show  clearly  that  it 
is  not  our  intention  that  that  should  be¬ 
come  a  precedent  which  would  rule  in 
the  future. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on 
the  table. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  remarks  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alabama,  for 
which  I  am  grateful,  because  they  call 
to  mind  a  matter  about  which  consider¬ 
able  has  been  said  and  much  more 
thought,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  Senate 
added  to  the  bill  about  44  projects  or 
items  relating  to  projects.  There  were 
some  three  projects  added  in  the  action 
by  the  Senate.  Of  these  thus  added  by 
the  Senate,  about  37  were  kept  in  con¬ 
ference.  Therefore,  I  say  to  my  good 
friend  that  the  Senate  had  a  good  deal 
to  say  about  what  went  into  the  bill. 

In  addition,  we  added  provisions  in  the 
bill  concerning  a  new  method  of  ap¬ 
proach  on  beach  erosion.  We  added  a 
new  method  of  approach  on  implemen¬ 
tation  of  recreation.  A  very  significant 
provision  was  added  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  in  connection 
with  the  handling  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  of  the  replacement  of  highways 
in  multiple -purpose  projects  or  water 
resources  projects. 

The  distinguished  Senator  will  remem¬ 
ber  that  in  1960,  the  Senate  added  provi¬ 
sions  to  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
and  flood  control  bill  which  allows  a  new 
formula  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  as 
to  the  replacement  of  highways  in  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  projects  and  water  reten¬ 
tion  reservoirs.  Under  previous  pro¬ 
cedures,  which  was  more  administrative 
than  legislative,  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
in  the  replacement  of  highway  facilities, 
would  allow  only  enough  money  to  re¬ 
place  the  existing  highway  facility  in 
kind;  that  is,  to  the  same  specifications 
as  the  existing  roads. 

We  all  know  that  these  reservoirs  are 
built  in  areas  where  sometimes  the  high¬ 


ways  are  10,  15,  20,  30,  and  40  years  old. 
When  these  roads  were  built,  they  were 
built  in  accordance  with  the  standards  of 
those  days  and  more  adequate  to  accom¬ 
modate  traffic  of  those  days.  But  in 
1960  we  provided  that  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  could  pay  the  cost  of  their  build¬ 
ing  of  the  new  highways  so  that  they 
would  be  of  standards  adequate  to  ac¬ 
commodate  present  day  traffic  needs. 
Through  an  oversight  we  did  not  make 
that  rule  applicable  to  the  roads  re¬ 
placed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in 
connection  with  reclamation  projects. 
That  situation  was  corrected  in  the  bill, 
and  the  same  provision  added  for  that 
Bureau.  There  were  additional  provi¬ 
sions  which  related  to  emergency  flood 
control  work  small  flood  control  proj¬ 
ects  and  measures  which  will  be  of  great 
help  in  developing  our  water  resources 
projects.  I  wish  to  pay  special  tribute 
to  our  great  chairman,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  who  provided 
so  much  leadership  in  the  development 
of  the  proposed  legislation,  and  the  won¬ 
derful  staff  of  the  committee,  which 
spent  many  weeks  preparing  for  hear¬ 
ings  and  assisting  in  the  13  days  of  hear¬ 
ings  that  the  Public  Works  Committee 
had  on  the  proposed  legislation. 

I  pay  special  tribute  to  the  members 
of  the  committee  who  worked,  in  the 
busiest  time  of  the  present  session,  long 
hours  of  the  day,  including  Satm’days, 
to  get  the  bill  ready  to  bring  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate:  and  to  Senators  who  served  on  the 
conference  with  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  including  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  McNamara],  the  Senator  from 
West  Vu'ginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]. 
Their  service  was  faithful,  devoted,  and 
of  great  help  and  benefit. 

In  connection  with  the  hearings,  the 
present  Presiding  Officer  [Mr.  Metcalf 
in  the  chair]  spent  many  days  in  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearings,  as  did  also  the 
Senator  from  West  Randolph  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young],  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  McNamara]  . 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  chairman  of  the  House  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee — a  very  great,  honorable,  and 
highly  respect^  gentleman. 

The  proposed  legislation  passed  the 
House  and  then  the  Senate  very  late  in 
the  session,  with  certain  differences.  The 
measure  went  back  to  the  House.  It  was 
apparent  that  if  we  were  to  accommo¬ 
date  our  differences  and  have  a  bill,  a 
conference  would  be  necessary. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  made  the 
statement  about  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Rules  Committee  and  about 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  they 
were  a  couple  of  tough  and  rugged  char¬ 
acters.  They  were  stubborn  and  of  very 
positive  convictions  and  thinking.  But 
I  respect  stubbornness.  I  respect  posi¬ 
tive  convictions.  The  distinguished  Rep¬ 
resentative  from  Virginia,  Mr.  Howard 
Smith,  is  one  of  the  great  public  servants 
of  this  period  in  our  history.  I  hope  he 
lives  long  and  continues  in  the  service 
of  his  country. 

I  do  not  agree  with  him  on  a  number 
of  things.  By  the  same  token,  he  does 


not  agree  with  me  on  a  number  of 
things. 

Such  differences  do  not  reduce  my  fe- 
spect — indeed,  my  esteem  and  affection — 
for  him.  But  I  wish  to  remind  Senators 
that  due  to  the  amoimt  of  influence  or 
the  position  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Rules  Committee  has,  he 
could  have,  for  a  considerable  number  of 
days,  either  prevented  a  rule  being  given 
that  could  result  in  a  conference  or  cer¬ 
tainly  create  delay.  But  he  agreed  to 
the  Rules  Committee  giving  a  rule  and, 
as  Senators  know,  after  that  was  done  he 
could  have  put  it  in  his  pocket  for  10 
days  if  he  had  wanted  to.  Determined 
as  he  was  to  bring  about  certain  results, 
he  still  recognized  the  propriety  and  the 
wisdom  of  permitting  the  legislative 
process  to  have  its  way  and  in  having  a 
conference. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  does  not 
blame  him  for  having  called  the  House 
conferees  in  before  he  gave  that  rule 
and  asked  them  if  they  would  stand  firm 
in  reference  to  certain  projects  in  the 
bill.  If  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  had 
had  the  positive  convictions  that  the 
chairman  of  the  Rules  Committee  did 
about  these  things,  he  probably  would 
have  tried  in  some  way — which  perhaps 
would  not  have  been  as  apparent  or  as 
highly  publicized — to  have  gained  his  ob¬ 
jective.  But  if  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  had  felt  positive  enough  about  it 
and  had  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  only  way  to  accomplish  his  objective 
was  the  way  in  which  the  distinguished 
Representative  from  Virginia  did  it,  he 
might  have  done  the  same  thing. 

But  I  wish  to  say  to  his  credit  that  he 
made  it  possible  this  week  for  us  to  have 
a  conference,  which  ended  yesterday. 

I  see  by  my  calendar  that  yesterday 
was  Friday,  October  12,  which  was  an 
historic  day,  Mr.  President.  It  was  the 
anniversary  of  the  discovery  of  America 
by  Christopher  Columbus.  That  was  a 
more  important  event  than  a  successful 
determination  of  the  conference.  But  I 
wish  to  say  that  the  conference  termina¬ 
tion  and  accomplishment  was  of  great 
significance  and  enhanced  Columbus 
Day.  It  certainly  did  nothing  to  cast 
any  eclipse  or  darkness  upon  it. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  am  deeply 
indebted,  as  I  believe  the  Senate  is,  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
members  of  the  staff,  the  House  con¬ 
ferees,  the  leadership  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate,  and  to  the  great  Representa¬ 
tive  from  Virginia,  Judge  Howard  Smith. 


PUBLIC  WORKi^PPROPRIATION 
BILL,  1963— CONF^ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  MrN^esident,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  coinmittee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreein^rotes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  1290(W  making 
appropriations  for  certain  civil  nmctions 
administered  by  the  Departmen^of  De¬ 
fense,  certain  agencies  of  the  DdSmrt- 
ment  of  the  Interior,  the  Atomic  En«^ 
Commission,  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development  Corporation,  the  Tennesse\ 
Valley  Authority,  and  certain  river  basin 
commissions,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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Public  Law  87-874 
87th  Congress,  H.  R.  13273 
October  23,  1962 


an  act 


76  STAT.  1173. 


Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works 
on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  c-ontrol,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Houne  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 


TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective 
reports  hereinafter  designated :  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  sec- 
%n  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session),  shall  govern 
with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures 
therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works 
of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and 
purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full : 


NAVIGATION 

Narraguagus  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  530, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $500,000; 

Carvers  Harbor,  Vinalhaven,  Maine :  Senate  Document  Numbered 
118,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $205,000; 

Searsport  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  500,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $700,000; 

Portland  Harbor,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,340,000; 

Kennebunk  River,  Maine:  House  Document  Numbered  459,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $270,000; 

Portsmouth  Harbor  and  Piscataqua  River,  Maine  and  New  Hamp¬ 
shire:  House  Document  Numbered  482,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
•'^n  estimated  cost  of  $7,500,000; 

Gloucester  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  341, 
iinghty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,100,000 ; 

Marblehead  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Ilocument  Numbered 
516,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,752,000; 

Chelsea  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  350, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,843,000; 

Dorchester  Bay  and  Neponset  River.  Massachusetts:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  126,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $7,050,000 ; 

Plymouth  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
124,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,200,000; 

Pawtuxet  Cove,  Rhode  Island :  House  Document  Numbered  236, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $210,000 ; 

Great  Lakes  to  Hudson  River  Waterway,  New  York:  River  and 
Harbor  Committee  Document  Numbered  20,  Seventy-third  Congress, 
for  the  further  partial  accomplishment  of  the  approved  plan  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  to  sums  previously 
authorized,  $1,000,000; 

Little  Neck  Bay,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  510, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,185,000 ; 


River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1962. 


59  Sta-t.  10. 


Maine, 


New  Hampshire. 

bfe-ssaohusetts . 


Flhode  Island. 
New  York. 


90915  0  -  62  -(858) 


Pub.  Law  87-874 

76  STAT.  1174, 


-2- 


October  23,  1962 


New  Jersey. 


68  Stat.  1248, 
1249. 


Virginia. 


Report  to  Con¬ 
gress. 

North  Carolina. 


Georgia. 

Florida. 


Alabama, 


Report  to  Con¬ 
gress, 


Mississippi , 
Louisiana. 


60  Stat,  635, 


Flusliing  Bay  and  Creek,  New  York;  House  Document  Numbered 
551,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,695,000 ; 

Buttermilk  Channel,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  483, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,226,000 ; 

Newark  Bay,  Hackensack  and  Passaic  Rivers,  New  Jei’sey  (chan¬ 
nels  to  Port  Elizabeth)  ;  Modification  of  the  existing  navigation 
project  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law 
780,  Eighty-third  Congress),  House  Document  Numbered  252,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  being 
prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  approval  of  such 
plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  President ; 

Raritan  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  455, 
Eighty-sixth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Lynnhaven  Inlet,  Bay,  and  connecting  waters,  Virginia :  House 
Document  Numbered  580,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,068,000:  Provided,^  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  authorizing  reimbursement  to  local  interests  for  the  Long 
Creek-Broad  Bay  Canal  Bridge; 

James  River,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  586,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $39,000,000:  Provided^  Th^ 
this  authorization  shall  expire  after  a  period  of  five  years  from  tlk^ 
date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has 
endorsed  the  project  wfithin  that  time:  And  provided  further.  That 
prior  to  construction,  there  will  be  submitted  to  the  ('ongress  a  feasi¬ 
bility  report  which  takes  account  of  possible  adverse  effects  of  the 
project  on  seed  oyster  production; 

Rollinson  Channel  and  channel  from  Hatteras  Inlet  to  Hatteras, 
North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered  457,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $652,000 ; 

Wilmington  Harbor,  North  Carolina:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
114,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,370,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  Senate  Document  Numbered  115, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $605,000; 

Canaveral  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  140, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  the  estimated  cost  of  $5,076,000; 

Key  West  Harbor,  Florida:  Senate  Document  Numbered  106, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $820,000; 

Tampa  Harbor,  Port  Sutton  and  Ybor  Channels,  Florida ;  House 
Document  Numbered  529,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $997,000 ; 

Pensacola  Harbor,  Florida;  House  Document  Numbered  52S. 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $424,000 ;  (^ 

Walter  F.  George  lock  and  dam,  Alabama :  Senate  Document  NunW 
bered  109,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estiniated  cost  of  $500,000 ; 

Holt  lock  and  dam,  Alabama:  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  cause  an  immediate  study  to  be  made  under 
the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineei-s  with  a  view  to  providing 
hydroelectric  power  generating  facilities  in  said  dam,  and  his  report 
on  such  study  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  within  the  first  periotl  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous 
session  of  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress ; 

Pascagoula  Harbor,  Mississippi;  House  Document  Numbered  560, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,870,000; 

Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Louisiana  : 
Senate  Document  Numbered  36,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $357,000  ; 

The  project,  Mississippi  River,  Baton  Rouge  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
barge  channel  through  Devils  Swamp,  Louisiana  (Baton  Rouge 
Harbor),  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1946,  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  321,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1948,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  provide  for 
the  provision  as  required,  of  suitable  dikes  and  other  retaining 
structures  at  a  Federal  cost  of  $299,500,  for  the  construction  and 
future  maintenance  of  the  project,  in  order  to  provide  additional 
industrial  sites  with  water  frontage  which  are  now  needed  to  permit 
the  normal  development  and  expansion  of  the  industrial  and  commer¬ 
cial  activities  of  the  locality :  Provided,  That  local  interests  contribute 
the  sum  of  $100,500  toward  the  cost  of  the  work ; 

Bayous  Terrebonne,  Petit  Caillou,  Grand  Caillou,  Du  Lai’ge,  and 
connecting  channels,  Louisiana,  and  Atchafalaya  River,  Morgan  City 
to  Gulf  of  Mexico:  House  Document  Numbered  583,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $45,000; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  Louisiana  and  Texas:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  550,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$25,540,000:  Provided,  That  the  authority  to  make  such  modifications 
as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be  advisable,  as  set 
forth  in  House  Document  Numbered  556,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
Siall  be  interpreted  to  apply  to,  but  not  limited  to,  the  improvement  of 
^le  existing  channels  at  proposed  channel  relocation  sites  in  lieu  of 
such  relocations; 

Calcasieu  River  salt  water  barrier,  Louisiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  582,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,310,000 :  Provided,  That  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  directed  to  study 
the  question  of  cost  sharing  taking  into  account  that  measures  for  miti¬ 
gation  of  damages  from  navigation  improvements  will  be  a  Federal 
responsibility  and  enhancement  effects  will  be  shared  on  the  basis  of  a 
50  per  centum  Federal  and  50  per  centum  non-Federal;  such  cost 
sharing  is  hereby  authorized  as  determined  to  be  feasible  and  justified 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army  within  the  first 
period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress 
after  the  date  on  which  the  report  is  submitted  to  it  unless  such  report 
is  disapproved  by  the  Congress ; 

Mississippi  River  at  Clarksville,  Missouri :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  552,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $103,300; 

Sandy  Slough,  Lincoln  County,  Missouri :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  419,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $195,000; 

Sabine-Neclies  Waterway,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  553, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,830,000; 

Trinity  River,  Wallisville  Reservoir,  Texas :  House  Document  Num- 
\ered  215,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,162,000 : 
Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing 
the  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national 
wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Palacios,  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  504,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $818,000 ; 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  channel  to  Victoria,  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  288,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,590,000; 

Illinois  Waterway,  Illinois  and  Indiana :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  31,  Eighty-sixth  Congress,  is  approved  and  there  is  hereby 
authorized  the  sum  of  $40,000,000  for  initiation  and  partial  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  project; 

Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois:  Senate  Document  Numbered  44,  Eighty- 

seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,200,000 ; 

Mississippi  River  between  Missouri  River  and  Minneapolis,  Minne¬ 
sota:  House  Document  Numbered  513,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,205,000; 
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Ontonagon  Harbor,  Micliigan :  House  Document  Numbered  287, 
Eighty-seventli  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,741,000; 

Muskegon  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  474, 
Eiglity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $609,000 ; 

Leland  Harbor,  Micliigan:  House  Document  Numbered  413, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $485,000 ; 

Little  Bay  De  Noc,  Gladstone  Harbor  and  Kipling,  Michigan: 
House  Document  Numbered  480,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $350,000 ; 

Green  Bay  Harbor,  Wisconsin :  House  Document  Numbered 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,270,000; 

Kenosha  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Numbered 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $673,000 ; 

Manitowoc  Harbor,  Wisconsin:  House  Document  Numbered 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $719,000; 

Milwaukee  Harbor,  Wisconsin :  House  Document  Numbered 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,029,000 ; 

Chicago  Harbor,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  485,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,505,000 ; 

Calumet  Harbor  and  Riv^er,  Illinois  and  Indiana :  House  Documei^ 
Numbered  581,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  Ox 
$11,464,000; 

New  Buffalo  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  481, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $667,000; 

Caseville  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  64, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $327,000; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  544, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,780,000; 

Rouge  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  509,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $257,000; 

Huron  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  165,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,557,000; 

Cleveland  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  527,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $888,000; 

Conneaut  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  415,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,179,000; 

Erie  Harbor,  Pennsylvania:  House  Document  Numbered  340, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $671,000; 

Buffalo  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  451, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,797,000 ; 

Great  Sodus  Bay  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered 


c 


138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $765,000 ; 

Oswego  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  47J7' 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,180,000; 

Dana  Point  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  532, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,730,000 ; 

Santa  Barbara  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
518,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,000,000 ; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California,  Fruitvale  Avenue  Bridge:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  75,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,750,000; 

Oakland  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  353, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,775,000; 

Noyo  River  and  Harbor,  California:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
121,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,231,000; 

Columbia  and  I^ower  Willamette  Rivers,  Oregon  and  Washington: 
House  Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $493,000 ; 
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Columbia  and  Ijower  Willamette  Rivers  below  Vancouver,  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  Portland,  Oregon:  House  Document  Numbered  452, 
Eif^lity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,100,000; 

Tacoma  Harbor,  Port  Industrial  and  Hylebos  Waterways,  Wash¬ 
ington  :  Senate  Document  Numbered  104,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $2,460,000 ; 

Kingston  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  417, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $428,000; 

Swinomish  Channel,  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  499, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $887,000; 

Kaunakakai  Harbor,  Molokai,  Hawaii :  House  Document  Numbered 
4X4,  Eigbty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,919,000; 

The  jiroject  for  Hilo  Harbor,  Hawaii,  authorized  by  Public  Law 
645,  Eiglity-sixth  Congress,  is  hei-eby  modified  to  provide  for  adjust¬ 
ment  of  the  cash,  contribution  required  of  local  interest  in  accordance 
with  recommendations  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approved  by 
(he  President,  such  adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date. 

BEACH  EROSION 

^  State  of  New  Hampshire:  House  Document  Numbered  416,  Eighty- 
.seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $88,600; 

Fire.  Island  Inlet  and  shore  westerly  to  Jones  Inlet,  Long  Island, 
New  York:  Modification  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  control  project 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress),  House  Document  Numbered  411,  Eighty- 
tifth  (^ongress,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  plans,  which  will  include  a  sand  bypassing  system  at  Fire  Island 
Inlet,  being  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  such  plans  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  ; 

Clark  Point,  New  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  584,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $60,000; 

Virginia  Beach,  Virginia  :  House  Document  Numbered  382,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Fort  Macon,  Atlantic  Beach  and  vicinity,  North  Carolina:  House 
Document  Numbered  555,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $194,000; 

Palm  Beach  County  from  Martin  County  line  to  Lake  Worth  Inlet 
and  from  South  Lake  Worth  Inlet  to  Broward  County  line,  Florida: 
House  Document  Numbered  164,  Eigbty-seventh  (^ongress,  at  an  esti- 

)ated  cost  of  $128,800; 

Virginia  Key  and  Key  Biscayne,  Florida :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  561,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

San  Juan  and  vicinity,  Puerto  Rico:  House  Document  Numbered 
575,  Eighty-seventh  (^ongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $65,400; 

Lake  Erie  shoreline  from  the  Michigan-Ohio  State  line  to  Marble¬ 
head,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $658,500; 

Sheffield  Lake  community  park,  Sheffield  Lake  Village,  Ohio: 
House  Document  Numbered  414,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $100,300; 

Ventura-Pierpont  area,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
458,  Eighty-seventh  (^ongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $515,000. 

Orange  County,  California,  House  Document  Numbered  602, 
Eighty-seventh  (^ongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,845,000. 

Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to 
reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done  by  them  on  the  beach 
erosion  projects  authorizeil  in  section  101,  and  in  other  sections  of  this 
Act,  subsequent  to  the  initiation  of  the  cooperative  studies  which  form 
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the  basis  for  the  projects:  Provided.,  Tliat  the  work  which  may  have 
been  done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as 
being  in  accordance  with  the  projects  herein  adopted:  Provided 
further.,  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be  subject  to  appi'opriations 
applicable  thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take 
precedence  over  other  pending  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improve¬ 
ments. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  Act  approved  August  13,  1946,  as  amended  by  the 
Act  approved  July  28,  1956  (33  U.S.C.  426e-h),  pertaining  to  shore 
])rotection,  is  hereby  further  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  the  word  “one-third”  in  section  1(b)  is  deleted  and  the 
word  “one-half”  is  substituted  therefor; 

(2)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word  “located”  in  section 
1(b)  :  “,  except  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the  restoration  and  pro¬ 
tection  of  Federal  property  shall  be  borne  fully  by  the  Federal 
Government,  and,  further,  that  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  a  project  for  restoration  and  protection  of  State,  county,  and 
other  publicly  owned  shore  parks  and  conservation  areas  may  be, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  not  more  than  70  pe^ 
centum  of  the  total  cost  exclusive  of  land  costs,  when  such  area*^ 
Include  a  zone  which  excludes  permanent  human  habitation; 
include  but  are  not  limited  to  recreational  beaches;  satisfy  ade¬ 
quate  criteria  for  conservation  and  development  of  the  natural 
resources  of  the  environment;  extend  landward  a  sufficient  dis¬ 
tance  to  include,  where  appropriate,  protective  dunes,  bluffs,  or 
other  natural  features  which  serve  to  protect  the  uplands  from 
damage ;  and  provide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropria- 
ate  public  use,  all  of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineei’s”; 

(3)  the  following  is  added  after  the  word  “supplemented”  in 
section  1(e)  :  “,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  small  project  under  section  3 
of  this  Act,  unless  the  plan  therefor  has  been  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers” ;  and 

(4)  sections  2  and  3  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  reim¬ 
burse  local  interests  for  work  done  by  them,  after  initiation  of  the 
survey  studies  w  hich  form  the  basis  for  the  project,  on  authorized  proj¬ 
ects  which  individually  do  not  exceed  $1,000,000  in  total  cost:  Pro¬ 
vided.,  That  the  work  which  may  have  been  done  on  the  projects  is 
appi-oved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  wdth  the 
authorized  projects :  Provided  further..  That  such  reimbui-sement  shalL 
l)e  subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto  or  funds  availabU 
therefor  and  shall  not  take  precedence  over  other  pending  projects  of 
higher  priority  for  improvements. 

“Sec.  3.  The  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  under¬ 
take  construction  of  small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and  protection 
projects  not  specifically  authorized  by  Congress,  which  otherwise 
comply  with  section  1  of  this  Act,  when  he  finds  that  such  work  is 
advisable,  and  he  is  further  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropria¬ 
tions  hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  for  any 
one  fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  construction  of 
such  projects:  Provided.,  That  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted 
for  this  purpose  for  any  single  project  and  the  total  amount  allotted 
shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  Federal  participation  in  the  project 
under  this  section  including  periodic  nourishment  as  provided  for 
under  section  1(c)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further.,  That  the  provisions 
of  local  cooperation  specified  in  section  1  of  this  Act  shall  apply : 
And  frovided  further.  That  the  work  shall  be  complete  in  itself  and 
shall  not  commit  the  United  States  to  any  additional  improvement  to 
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insure  its  successful  operation,  except  for  participation  in  periodic 
beach  nourisliment  in  accordance  with  section  1(c)  of  this  Act,  and 
as  may  result  from  the  normal  procedure  applying  to  projects  author¬ 
ized  after  submission  of  survey  reports.” 

(b)  All  provisions  of  existing  law  relating  to  surveys  of  rivers  and 
harbors  shall  apply  to  surveys  relating  to  shore  protection  and  section 
2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  J,  1980,  as  amended  (33 
U.S.C.  426),  is  modified  to  the  extent  inconsistent  herewith. 

(c)  The  cost-sharing  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  api)ly  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  amounts  of  Federal  participation  in  or  payments  toward 
the  costs  of  autJiorized  projects  which  have  not  been  substantially 
completed  prior  to  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  and  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  through  the  Beach  Erosion  Board,  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  recompute  the  amounts  of  Federal  contribution  toward  the 
costs  of  such  projects  accordingly. 

Sec.  104.  The  project  for  aquatic  plant  control  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300)  is  hereby  modified 
to  provide  that  research  costs  and  planning  costs  prior  to  construction 
shall  be  borne  fully  by  the  United  States  and  shall  not  be  included  in 

)ie  cost  to  be  shared  by  local  interests. 

Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  convey  17.94 
acres  of  land  located  at  old  lock  and  dam  numbered  7,  Ohio  River,  to 
the  city  of  Midland,  Pennsylvania,  after  November  1,  1962,  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes,  without  monetary  consideration  but 
subject  to  reversion  to  the  ITnited  States  if  not  utilized  for  public 
park  and  recreation  purposes  and  further  subject  to  such  flowage 
rights  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the  New  Cumberland 
lock  and  dam,  Ohio  River. 

Sec.  106.  Section  110(f)  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  297)  is  amended  by  changing  the  period  to  a  comma  and  adding 
the  following:  “and  upon  completion  of  transfer  to  the  said  State  of 
all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  canal 
in  accordance  with  the  agreement  executed  December  14, 1960,  between 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  rejjresentatives  of  said  State,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $800,000  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  be 
expended  by  the  ("orps  of  Engineers,  or  by  said  State,  for  the  repair 
and  modification  of  any  canal  properties  and  appurtenances,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  section  110(b)  hereof.” 

Sec.  107.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress,  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  a 
compilation  of  survey  and  review  reports  on  river  and  harbor  and 

Jood  control  improvements,  similar  to  that  prepared  in  accordance 
itli  the  Act  of  March  4,  1913,  revised  in  accordance  with  the  Acts  of 
July  3,  1930,  August  30,  1935j  and  May  17,  1950,  and  printed  in  House 
Document  Numbered  214,  Eighty-second  Congress,  first  session. 

Sec.  108.  The  Chief  of  Jhigineers  is  authorized  to  perform  such 
work  as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of 
lock  and  dam  numbered  3  on  the  Big  Sandy  River :  Proinded^  That  the 
work  authorized  herein  shall  have  no  effect  on  the  condition  that 
local  interests  shall  operate  and  maintain  the  structure  and  related 
properties  as  required  by  the  Act  of  C^ongress  approved  August  6, 
1956  (70  Stat.  1062)  :  And  provided  further,  That  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  expended  from  ajipropriations  hereafter  made  for 
civil  functions  administered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army,  such 
funds  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  repair  and  restoration  of  lock  and 
dam  numbered  3  on  the  Big  Sandy  River,  not  to  exceed  $200,000. 

Sec.  109.  The  body  of  water  designated  as  the  Redondo  Beach  Har¬ 
bor.  California,  shall  be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as  the 
Redondo  Beach  King  Harbor,  California.  Any  law,  regulation,  map. 
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document,  record,  or  other  paper  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
body  of  water  is  referred  to  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  it  as  the  Redondo 
Reach  Kin^^  Harbor,  California. 

Sbx:.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  named  localities 
and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

Falmouth  Harbor,  Maine. 

Channel  between  Point  Shirley  and  Deer  Island,  Massachusetts. 

Little  Egg  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

Brigantine  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

Corsons  Inlet,  New  Jersey. 

Kings  Bay  Deepwater  Channel,  Georgia. 

Auglaize  River  at  Wapakoneta,  Ohio. 

Surveys  of  the  coastal  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  possessions, 
including  the  shores  of  the  Great  Lakes,  in  the  interest  of  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control,  hurricane  protection  and  related  purposes:  Provided, 
That  surveys  of  particular  areas  shall  be  authorized  by  appropriate 
resolutions  of  either  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United 
States  Senate  or  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  o4 
Represen  tati  ves.  * 

Skc.  111.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1962”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 


49  Stat.  1571. 
33  use  701o. 

52  Stat.  1215. 
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Navigation  im¬ 
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Authorization, 


Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936  (Public  Law 
Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by  section  2 
of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761, 
Seventy-fifth  C.ongress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this 
title  except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of 
June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and  except  as  otherwise  provided 
by  law :  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for  any  flood  control  project 
herein  adopted  requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from 
the  date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless 
said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will  be 
furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22, 
1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session),  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act> 
and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,V, 
or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if 
herein  set  forth  in  full. 

S^.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the  benefit  of 
navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  pi'osecuted  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Eiigineers  in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective 
leports  hereinafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  pre¬ 
liminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this 
title  with  funds  from  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  flood  control 
so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program : 
Provided  fvrther.  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  ini¬ 
tiated  as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  budgetai'y  requirements:  And  provided  further,  That 
penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use 
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in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any 
dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  I’ecom- 
mendation  of  tlie  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission. 


XKW  KNOLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAU  AREA 

The  project  for  luirricane-fiood  protection  at  Wareham-Marion, 
Massachusetts,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  548,  Eiglity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$;i,811,5t)0. 

Tlie  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Point 
Judith,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  521,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,414,000. 

The  project  for  navigation  and  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at 

^shirragansett  Pier,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
n  accordance  with  tlie  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  195,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,152,000. 

EONG  ISLAXD  SOUND  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at  New  London, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  478,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,401,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Westport,  Connecticut, 
is  hereby  autliorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  412, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $217,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Mystic,  Connecticut,  is 
liereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  411, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,490,000. 

HOUS.ITONIC  RIVER  BASIN 

)The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Naugatuck  River  at  Anson ia- 
)erby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  oi  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  437,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,620,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rondout  Creek  and  Wallkill 
River  and  their  tributaries.  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  113,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,111,000. 

NEW  JERSEY-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control 
on  Raritan  Bay  and  Sandy  Hook  Bay,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  464,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,097,000. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  construction  of  the  Fall  Brook  and  Ayleworth 
Creek  Reservoirs,  and  local  flood  protection  works  on  the  Lackawanna 
River  at  Scranton,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  141,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,596,000. 

The  project  for  the  Juniata  River  and  tributaries,  Pennsylvania, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  565, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,150,000:  Pro¬ 
vided^  That  installation  of  the  power  generating  facilities  shall  not  he 
made  until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report 
to  the  Congress  for  authorization. 

DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  Delaware,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda^ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Plngineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  52^ 
Eiglity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $192,400,000. 

POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  North  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River,  Maryland 
and  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Plngineers,  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  469,  Pliglity-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $50,965,000. 

MIDDLE  Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Norfolk,  Virginia,  is 
liereby  authorized  substantiallj’  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  354, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,537,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control 
at  Wrightsville  Beachj  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Jlngi- 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  511,  pMghty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $345,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  con^ 
trol  at  (\vrolina  Beach  and  vicinity.  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authoi^ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the^ 
Chief  of  Plngineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  418,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $739,000. 

APALACHICOLA  RIVER  BASIN,  GEORGIA 

The  project  for  the  AVest  Point  Reservoir,  (''hattahoochee  River, 
(leorgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  570,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$52,900,000. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  IXORIDA 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in 
62  stat.  1176.  (eiitral  and  southern  Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 
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iind  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  include  the 
following  items : 

The  project  for  flood  protection  of  West  Palm  Beach  Canal  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  14(5,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,220,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Boggy  Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  125,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,176,000. 

The  project  for  South  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  138,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$13,388,000. 

The  project  for  Shingle  Creek,  Florida,  between  Clear  Lake  and 
Lake  Tohopekaliga,  for  flood  control  and  major  drainage  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  khigineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  139,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
“estimated  cost  of  $3,250,000:  Provided,  That  no  obligation  shall  be 
/icurred  for  development  of  the  Reedy  Creek  Swamp  as  a  wildlife 
management  area  unless  the  State  or  one  or  more  other  non-Federal 
entities  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  in  advance  to  assume  at 
least  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  associated  with  that  feature  of  the 
project. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  the  Cutler  drain  area,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  123, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,063,000 :  Provided, 
That  local  interests  shall  receive  credit  in  the  Contributed  Fund 
Account  of  the  project  for  moneys  shown  to  have  been  spent  after 
March  1, 1960,  for  construction  of  units  of  the  authorized  plan  for  Cut¬ 
ler  Drain :  Provided  further,  That  such  completed  work  must  be 
inspected  and  accepted  bjy  the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  constituting  use¬ 
ful  parts  of  the  authorized  plan:  And  provided  further,  That  the 
credit  established  shall  be  in  accordance  with  cost  sharing  arrange¬ 
ments  for  the  central  and  southern  Florida  flood  control  project  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $124,0(K). 


GREEN  SWAMP  REGION,  FLORIDA 


>The  project  for  the  Four  River  Basins,  Florida,  namely  the  Hills- 
orough,  Oklawaha,  Withlacoochee,  and  Peace  Rivers,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  oTf 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  585,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $57,760,000:  Provided,  That 
the  cost  sharing  shall  be  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
in  House  Document  Numbered  585,  Eighty-seventh  Congress:  And 
provided  further.  That  planning  and  construction  on  the  Lowery- 
Mattie  Conservation  Area  and  its  appurtenant  works  is  deferred  until 
additional  studies  are  made  thereon,  and  a  further  report  submitted 
to  the  Congress. 

PASCAGOULA  RIVER  BASIN 


Lowery -Mattie 

Conservation 

Area. 

Additional 
studies . 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chunky  Creek,  Chickasa- 
whay  and  Pascagoula  Rivers,  Mississippi,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  ivith  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  549,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,740,000. 
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LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 


45  Stat.  534, 
33  use  702a- 
702m,  704. 


Will  M. 

Whittington 

Auxiliary 

Channel, 

Designation, 


The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  Kiver  adopted  by  the  Act  approved  May  15,  1928,  as  amended  by 
subsequent  Acts,  is  hereby  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the 
following  item : 

(a)  Monetary  authorizations  heretofore  and  hereafter  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  project  or  any  portion  thereof  shall  be  combined  into  a 
single  sum  and  be  available  for  application  to  any  portion  of  the 
project. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 1928,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  construction  of  certain  improve¬ 
ments  in  Gin  and  Muddy  Bayous,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  substantially  in  accordance  with  plans  on  file  in  the  Office,  Chief 
of  Engineers,  subject  to  the  approval  of  such  plans  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  President,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $150,000, 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River 
Delta  at  and  below  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  550,  Eighty-seventh  Con-1 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,502,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Red  River  in  Natchitoches  and 
Red  River  Parishes,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  47(1,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,293,000. 

The  lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  a  unit 
in  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project,  shall  hereafter  be 
known  and  designated  as  the  Will  M.  Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel 
in  honor  of  the  late  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  from  the 
Third  District  of  Mississippi,  and  former  chairman  of  the  House 
Public  Works  (^ommittee.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
(he  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  erect  appropriate  markers  along  the  auxiliary  channel' 
designating  the  project  “The  Will  M.  Whittin^on  Auxiliary  Chan¬ 
nel”.  Any  law,  regulation,  document,  or  record  of  the  United  States 
in  which  such  project  is  designated  or  referred  to  under  the  name  of 
lower  auxiliary  channel,  Yazoo  River  Basin,  Mississippi,  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of  “Will  M. 
Whittington  Auxiliary  Channel”. 

buffalo  b.vyou  I 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Vince  and  Little  Vince  Bayous, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  441,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,224,000. 


GULF  OF  AIEXICO 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Port  Arthur  and 
vicinity,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  505,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,380,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Freeport  and  vicinity, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  495,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,780,000. 
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TRINITY  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  East  Fork  of  tlie  Trinity 
River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  554,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,760,000_. 

The  project  for  extension  of  the  Fort  Worth  Floodway,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  454,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,148,000. 


BRAZOS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  San  Gabriel  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  591,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Clear  Fork  of  the  Brazos 
)River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Abilene,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  506,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $31,200,000. 

TI'LAROSA  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  473, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,040,000. 


RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  117,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,350,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Dardanelle  lock  and  dam,  Arkansas  River,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
modified  to  provide  for  construction  of  a  sewage  outfall  system  for 
.the  city  of  Russellville,  Arkansas,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
^lans  of  said  city,  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,400,000. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
cause  an  immediate  study  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  of  bank  erosion  on  the  Arkansas  River  between  about 
river  mile  455,  near  Muskogee,  Oklahoma,  and  about  river  mile  495, 
near  Coweta,  Oklahoma.  Such  project  or  projects,  because  of  its  or 
their  emergency  nature,  are  hereby  authorized  as  determined  to  be 
feasible  and  justified  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the 
Army  with  the  approval  of  the  President  unless  within  the  first  period 
of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  after 
the  date  on  which  the  report  is  submitted  to  it  such  report  is  dis¬ 
approved  by  the  Congi-ess:  Provided^  That  the  requirements  for 
cooperation  shall  include  provisions  that  local  interests  shall  furnish 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  after  completion; 
and  make  a  cash  contribution  in  recognition  of  any  special  benefits: 
And  "provided  further^  That  with  respect  to  any  w'ork  found  justified 
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in  tlie  vicinity  of  Wybark,  Oklalioina,  local  interests  shall  meet  the 
requirements  as  stated  and  shall  make  a  cash  contribution  of  not  less 
than  $150,000  which  shall  include  the  value  of  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  required  to  be  furnished,  and  the  value  of  goods 
and  services  provided  for  purposes  of  project  installation  on  a  basis 
acceptable  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers:  Provided^  That  the  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  shall  not  exceed  $2,000,000. 

The  project  for  improvement  of  the  Verdigris  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  563,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $62,400,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Hill  Creek,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  577, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,785,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaw  Reservoir,  Arkansas  River,  Oklahoma,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  143^ 
hlighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $83,230,000: 
oided,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife 
refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Cow  Creek,  Kansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  531,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,560,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Dodge 
(hty,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  408,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,133,000. 

WHITE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  flood  protection  project  for  Village  Creek,  Jackson  and  Law¬ 
rence  Counties,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  352. 
Eighty-seventh  (''ongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,968,000. 

The  project  for  Hood  protection  on  Village  Creek,  White  River, 
and  Mayberry  Levee  Districts,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  construction  of  a  pumping  plant,  substantially  as  recom-^ 
mended  by  the  (Jiief  of  Jhigineers  in  House  Document  Numbered^^ 
577,  Eighty-seventh  (''ongress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of 
$1,018,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

That  the  general  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  on  Red 
River  below  Denison  Dam  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  local  cooperation  requirements  of  the 
IMcKinney  Bayou,  Arkansas  and  Texas,  IManiece  Bayou,  Arkansas, 
and  East  Point,  Louisiana,  projects  so  as  to  bring  sucli  requirements 
in  accord  with  tlie  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
approval  of  the  President,  such  adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date. 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $16,100,000,  subject  to  the  recommencla- 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approval  of  the  President. 

The  project  for  Lake  Kemp,  Wichita  River,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
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Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  144,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,410,000. 

The  moditication  of  the  Broken  Bow  Reservoir,  Mountain  Fork 
River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
Avith  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  137,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$23,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Clayton  and  Tuskahoma  Reservoirs,  Kiamichi 
River,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  145,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $29,748,000. 

The  project  providing  for  the  construction  of  two  experimental 
Avater  quality  study  projects  in  the  Arkansas-Red  River  Basins,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  Avith  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  105, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $300,000. 


MISSOURI  RIVER  B.ASIN 


(a)  The  Kaysinger  Bluff  Reservoir,  Osage  River,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  578,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $43,245,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided^  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  national  wild¬ 
life  refuge  at  the  reservoir. 

(b)  The  project  for  the  Kansas  River,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  and 
Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  Avith  the 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  122,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $88,070,000:  Provided^  That  the  author-  Woodbine 
ization  for  the  Woodbine  Reservoir  on  Lyons  Creek  is  deferred  at  this  Reservoir,  Kans. 
time,  subject  to  submission  of  a  ncAv  feasibility  report  to  the  Eighty-  Authorization 
eighth  Congress,  Avhich  shall  take  into  account  the  water  and  related  deferred. 

land  resource  development  plans  of  the  Soil  ('Conservation  Service,  the 
Kansas  Water  Resources  Board,  and  Lyons  Creek  Watershed  Joint 
District  Numbered  41,  and  preparation  of  said  report  is  hereby  Report  to 
authorized.  Congress. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  White  Clay  Creek  at  Atchison, 

Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  wdth  the 
Wommendations  of  the  (^hief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
"Numbered  151,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,495,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Papillion  Creek  and  tributaries, 

Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  Avith  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  475,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,122,000.  _  ' 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Creek,  loAva,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  438,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,270,000. 

The  project  for  Grand  River  and  tributaries.  North  and  South 
Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  Avith  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  574,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,670,000 : 

Provided^  That  the  project  shall  be  constructed,  operated,  and  main¬ 
tained  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 


-16- 


October  23,  1962 


Pub.  Law  87-874 

76  STAT.  1188. 


Floyd  River, 
lovm. 

Modification 
of  project. 

72  Stat.  312. 


The  requirements  of  local  cooperation  on  the  project  for  flood  control 
on  the  Floyd  River,  Iowa,  authorized  by  Public  Law  85-500,  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  417, 
Eighty-fourth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  read  as  follows :  “Pro- 
vided^  That  responsible  local  interests  give  assurances  satisfactory  to 
Ihe  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  (a)  furnish  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  (b)  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  (c)  make  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary  road,  highway,  highway  bridges 
other  than  those  r^uired  to  carry  Interstate  Highway  29  over  the 
reloc-ated  Floyd  River,  and  utility  alterations  and  additions;  (d) 
contribute  in  cash  0.84  per  centum  of  the  estimated  first  cost  of  the 
work  for  which  the  LTnited  States  would  be  responsible,  a  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $65,000;  (e)  upon  authorization  of  the  project, 
(o  take  all  possible  action  under  Iowa  law,  short  of  actual  purchase,  to 
prevent  additional  developments  within  the  right-of-way  that  might 
increase  the  overall  cost  of  the  project;  and  (f)  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pr^ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.”  ^ 


OHIO  KIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Kokosing  River,  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  220,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $2,4.38,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Wabash  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Mount  (^vrmel,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  (^hief  of  Engineei-s 
in  House  Document  Numbered  573,  Inghty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,417,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mad  River  above  Huffman 
Dam,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  439,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,930,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kentucky  River,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  423,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,020,000. 

The  project  for  Twelvepole  Creek,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  autho^ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  tlf 
Chief  of  Engineei-s  in  House  Do<-ument  Numbered  520,  Eighty-seventh 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $11,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Guyandot  River  and  tributaries.  West  Virginia, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  569, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  second  session,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$60,477,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buckhannon  River,  West 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  43,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,206,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crab  Creek  at  Youngstown, 
Ohio,  is  herebv  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  (’hief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
440,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,268,000. 

The  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  587,  Eighty-seventh  Con- 
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gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $55,307,000 :  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acquisition  of  additional 
lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  wildlife  refuge  in  this  project. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Allegheny  Eiver  at  Sala¬ 
manca,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  166,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,390,000. 

The  project  for  French  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  95,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $23,102,000. 

The  project  for  the  Saline  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  85-500)  is  hereby  72  Stat.  312. 
modified  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  cash  con¬ 
tribution  required  of  local  interests  to  such  amount  as  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approved  by  the  President, 
such  adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable  date. 

UPPER  IMISSISSIPPI  RIVER  K.VSTN 

^The  project  for  the  Illinois  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois,  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  and  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  472,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $71,465,000. 

The  project  for  Rend  Lake,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  541,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $35,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  profection  on  the  Mississippi  River  at  and  in 
the  vicinity  of  Guttenberg,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  sulrstantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  286,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $729,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Mississippi  River  between 
Sainte  Genevieve  and  ^lint  Marys,  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  519,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,500,000. 

The  project  for  the  Harrisonville  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  and 
Levee  District  Numbered  2,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
’ll  accordange  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
)  House  Document  Numbered  542,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,112,000. 

The  project  for  the  Columbia  Drainage  and  Levee  District  Num¬ 
bered  3,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  543,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$986,000. 

The  project  for  the  Prairie  DuPont  Levee  and  Sanitary  District, 

Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  540,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $921,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Richland  Creek,  Illinois,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  571, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,995,000. 

The  proj  ct  for  the  Joanna  Reservoir,  Salt  River,  Missouri,  is 
hereby  aut  lorized  substantially  in  accordance  witli  the  recommenda- 
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tioiis  of  the  Chief  of  Plngineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  507, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $03,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  tlie  Pecatonica  River,  Illinois 
and  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  (diief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  539,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$850,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Rock  River  at  Rockford,  Illi¬ 
nois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
142,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,228,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from  Hampton, 
Illinois,  to  mile  300,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  564,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,289,000. 

The  project  for  the  Mississippi  River  urban  areas  from  Hampton, 
Illinois,  to  Cassville,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  450,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  a^ 
estimated  cost  of  $5,350,000.  V 

Tlie  project  for  the  Kickapoo  River,  Wisconsin,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  557,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $15,570,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Warroad  River  and  Bull 
Dog  Creek,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  449,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $972,000. 

GRE.\T  L.AKKS  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  River  Rouge,  Michigan,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  148, 
Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,659,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sandusky  River,  Ohio,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  136, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,300,000. 


GILA  RIVER  BASIN 


( 


The  project  for  the  Camelsback  Reservoir,  Gila  River,  Arizona,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  127, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,770,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Gila  River  below  Painted 
Rock  Reservoir,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineei's  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  116,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $18,255,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Pinal  Creek,  Arizona,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  512,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,300,000. 


■I 
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TKUCKEE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Truckee  Kiver  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  California  and  Nevada,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
:  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Nmnbered  435,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,385,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Alameda  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  128, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,680,000. 

The  project  for  Corte  Madera  Creek,  Marin  County,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  545,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,534,000:  Provided^  That  local  interests  shall  contrib- 
-s^te  in  cash  3  per  centum  of  the  Federal  construction  of  the  Rose  Valley 
)oit  with  a  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $158,000. 

SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  New  Melones  project,  Stanislaus  River,  California,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887), 
is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  453, 
Elighty-seventh  C^ongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $113,7L,000:  Pro¬ 
vided^  That  upon  completion  of  construction  of  the  dam  and  power- 
plant  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  project  shall  become  an  integral 
part  of  the  Central  Valley  project  and  be  operated  and  maintained 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws,  except  that  the  flood  control  operation  of  the  project  shall  be 
in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army :  Provided  further,  That  the  Stanislaus  River 
Channel,  from  (loodwin  Dam  to  the  San  Joaquin  River,  shall  be 
maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  a  capacity  of  at  least 
eight  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second  subject  to  the  condition  that 
responsible  local  interests  agree  to  maintain  private  levees  and  to 
prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing  channel  and  floodway  between 
iJie  levees:  Provided  further,  That  before  initiating  any  diversions 
)f  water  from  the  Stanislaus  River  Basin  in  connection  wuth  the 
operation  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  determine  the  quantity  of  water  required  to  satisfy  all  existing 
and  anticipated  future  needs  within  that  basin  and  the  diversions 
shall  at  all  times  be  subordinate  to  the  quantities  so  determined :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  adopt  appropriate 
measures  to  insure  the  preservation  and  propagation  of  hsh  and  wild¬ 
life  in  the  New  Melones  project  and  shall  allocate  to  the  preservation 
and  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  as  provided  in  the  Act  of  August 
14  1946  (60  Stat.  1080),  an  appropriate  share  of  the  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  the  Stanislaus  River  diversion  and  of  operating  and  maintaining 
the  same:  Provided  funrther.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in 
connection  with  the  New  Melones  project,  construct  basic  public 
recreation  facilities,  acquire  land  necessary  for  that  purpose,  the  cost 
of  constructing  such  facilities  and  acquiring  such  lands  to  be^  non¬ 
reimbursable  and  nonreturnable :  Provided  further.  That  contracts 
for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  additional  electric  energy  available 
from  the  Central  Valley  project  power  system  as  a  result  of  tlie  con- 
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struction  of  the  plants  herein  authorized  and  their  integration  witli 
that  system  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  preferences  expressed  in 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws  excq^t  that  a  first  preference,  to  the 
extent  as  needed  and  as  fixed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  but  not  to 
exceed  25  per  centum  of  such  additional  energy,  shall  be  given,  under 
i-eclamation  law,  to  preference  customers  in  Tnolumne  and  Calaveras 
Counties,  California,  for  use  in  that  county,  wdio  are  ready,  able,  and 
willing,  within  twelve  months  after  notice  of  availability  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  energy  and  that 
Tuolumne  and  Calaveras  (^ounty  preference  customers  may  exercise 
their  option  in  the  same  date  in  each  successive  fifth  year  providing 
written  notice  of  their  intention  to  use  the  energy  is  given  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  not  less  than  eighteen  months  prior  to  said  dates:  And  pro- 
v'lded  further^  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  give  consideration 
during  the  preconstruction  planning  for  the  New  Melones  project  to 
the  a<h usability  of  including  storage  for  the  regulation  of  stream- 
flow  for  the  purpose  of  downstream  water  quality  control. 

The  Hidden  Reservoir,  Fresno  River,  California,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  wdth  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  37,  Eighty-seventh  Co/ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,338,000.  V 

The  Buchanan  Reservoir,  Chowchilla  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  98,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,585,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Mormon  Slough,  Calaveras 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  570,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,900,000. 

RUSSIAN  RIVER  HASIN 

The  project  for  Russian  River,  Dry  Creek,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineei’s  in  House  Document  Numbered  547,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $42,4O0,(W0. 

REDWOOD  CREEK  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Redwood  Creek,  Humboldt 
(^ounty,  (California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  (fiiief  of  Engineers  in  House  Doc^ 
nient  Numbered  497,  Eighty-seventh  (Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  \ 
$2,580,000. 

LOS  angej.es  river  basin 

In  addition  to  previous  authorizations,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $3,700,000  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
comprehensive  plan  for  the  Los  Angeles  River  Basin  approved  in  the 
55  stat.  647.  Act  of  August  18,  1941,  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  subsequent 
Acts  of  Congress. 

ROGUE  RIVTIR  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Rogue  River,  Oregon  and  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  wdth  the  recommendations  of 
the  (Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  566,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $106,700,000,  subject  to  the 
conditions  of  local  cooperation  specified  in  said  report :  Provided^  That 
(he  project  is  to  be  located,  constructed,  and  operated  to  accomplish 
the  benefits  as  set  forth  and  described  in  the  report  and  appendixes: 
And  provided  further,  That  in  the  years  of  short  w^ater  supply  all 


October  23,  1962  -21-  Pub.  Law  87-874 

76  STAT,  1193. 

water  users  will  share  the  available  water  in  the  same  proportions  that 
they  w’ould  share  the  total  full  supply  when  it  is  available,  and  that  no 
further  water-use  allocations  will  be  made  from  the  authorized  storage 
so  as  to  retain  the  maximum  possible  benefits  to  authorized  uses  during 
the  periods  of  adversity  when  storage  shortages  occur.  ” 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  projects  and  plans  for  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  including  the 
Willamette  River  Basin,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
June  28,  1938,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  including  the  Flood 
Control  Acts  of  May  17,  1950,  September  3,  1954,  July  3j  1958,  and 
July  14,  1960,  are  hereby  modified  to  include  the  projects  listed  below 
for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin 
(including  the  Willamette  River  Basin)  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  403,  Eighty-seventh  Congress:  Provided,  That  the 
depth  and  width  of  the  authorized  channel  in  the  Columbia-Snake 
River  barge  navigation  project  shall  be  established  as  fourteen  feet 
and  two  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  respectively,  at  minimum  regulated 

j)W. 

Asotin  Dam,  Snake  River,  Idaho  and  Washington; 

Bruces  Eddy  Dam  and  Reservoir,  North  Fork,  Clearwater 
River,  Idaho; 

Strube  Reregulating  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Fork, 
McKenzie  River,  Oregon ; 

Gate  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Gate  Creek,  Oregon ; 

Fern  Ridge  Dam  and  Reservoir  modification.  Long  Tom  River, 
Oregon; 

Cascadia  Dam  and  Reservoir,  South  Santiam  River,  Oregon. 

The  project  for  the  Ririe  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Willow  Creek,  Idaho, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  562, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,027,000. 

The  project  for  the  Blackfoot  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Blackfoot  River, 
Idaho,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
i-ecommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  568,  Eighty -seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $829,000. 

WYNOOCHEE  RIVER 

The  project  for  the  Wynoochee  River,  Washington,  is  hereby 

Jthorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  601,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,211,000 :  Provided,  That 
the  installation  of  the  power-generating  facilities  shall  not  be  made 
until  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  a  reexamination  report  to 
the  Congress  for  authorization. 

COOK  INLET,  ALASKA 

The  project  for  Bradley  Lake,  Cook  Inlet,  Alaska,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  455,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $45,750,000. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  developing  hydroelectric  power  and 
to  encourage  and  promote  the  economic  development  of  and  to  foster 
the  establishment  of  essential  industries  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  for 
other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  construct  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
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Interior  is  authorized  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Crater-I^ong  Ijakes 
division  of  the  Snettisham  project  near  .Juneau,  Alaska.  The  works 
of  tlie  division  shall  consist  of  pressure  tunnels,  surge  tanks,  penstocks, 
a  powerplant,  transmission  facilities,  and  related  facilities,  all  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $41,634,000. 

(b)  Electric  power  and  energy  generated  at  the  division  except  that 
portion  required  in  the  operation  of  the  division,  shall  be  disposed  of 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  such  a  manner  as  to  encourage  the 
most  widespread  use  thereof  at  the  lowest  possible  rates  to  consumers 
consistent  with  sound  business  principles.  Rate  schedules  shall  be 
drawn  having  regard  to  the  recovery  of  the  costs  of  producing  and 
transmitting  the  power  and  energy,  including  the  amortization  of  the 
capital  investment  over  a  reasonable  period  of  years,  with  interest 
at  the  average  rate  (which  rate  shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury)  paid  by  the  United  States  on  its  marketable  long-term 
securities  outstanding  on  the  date  of  this  Act  and  adjusted  to  the 
nearest  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum.  In  the  sale  of  such  power  and 
energy,  preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal  agencies,  public  bodies,  and 
cooperatives.  It  shall  be  a  condition  of  every  contract  made  under  this 
Act  for  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  tl.at  the  purchaser,  if  it  be  ^ 
purchaser  for  resale,  will  deliver  power  and  energy  to  Federal  agencA 
or  facilities  thereof  within  its  transmission  area  at  a  reasonable  charge 
for  the  use  of  its  transmission  facilities.  All  receipts  from  the  trans¬ 
mission  and  sale  of  electric  j^ower  and  energy  generated  at  said 
division  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the 
credit  of  miscellaneous  receipts. 

(c)  The  appropriate  Secretary  is  authorized  to  perform  any  and 
all  acts  and  enter  into  such  agreements  as  may  be  appropriate  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  the  provisions  of  this  Act  into  full  force  and 
effect,  including  the  acquisition  of  rights  and  property,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  when  an  appropriation  shall  have  been  made  for  the 
commencement  of  construction  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the 
case  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  said  division,  may,  in  connection 
with  the  construction  or  operation  and  maintenance  of  such  division, 
enter  into  contracts  for  miscellaneous  services  for  materials  and  sup¬ 
plies,  as  well  as  for  construction,  which  may  cover  such  {jeriods  of  time 
as  the  appropriate  Secretary  may  consider  necessary  but  in  which  the 
liability  of  the  United  States  shall  be  contingent  upon  appropriations 
being  made  therefor. 

Sec.  205.  Section  205  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
(33  U.S.C.  701s),  is  amended  (a)  by  striking  out  “$10,000,000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25,000,000”,  (b)  by  .striking  out  the  terrf^ 
“small  flood  control  projects”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  term 
“small  projects  for  flood  control  and  related  purposes”,  and  (c)  by 
striking  out  '•''Provided^  That  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  allotted 
for  this  purpose  at  any  single  locality  from  the  appropriations  for  any 
one  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘■'■Provided,  That  not  more 
than  $1,000,000  shall  be  allotted  under  this  section  for  a  project  at  any 
single  locality  and  the  amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete 
Federal  participation  in  the  project”. 

Sec.  206.  The  first  sentence  of  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  August  18,  1941,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  701n),  is  hereby 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “That  there  is  hereby  authorized 
an  emergency  fund  in  the  amount  of  $15,000,000  to  be  expended  in 
flood  emergency  preparation,  in  flood  fighting  and  rescue  operations,  or 
in  the  repair  or  restoration  of  any  flood  control  work  threatened  or 
destroyed  by  flood,  including  the  strengthening,  raising,  extending,  or 
other  modification  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  for  the  adequate  functioning  of  the  work  for  flood 
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control ;  in  the  emergency  protection  of  federally  authorized  hurri¬ 
cane  or  shore  protection  being  threatened  wlien  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  such  protection  is  warranted  to  protect  against 
imminent  and  substantial  loss  to  life  and  property ;  in  the  repair  and 
restoration  of  any  federally  authorized  hurricane  or  shore  protective 
structure  damaged  or  destroyed  by  wind,  wave,  or  water  action  of  other 
than  an  ordinary  nature  when  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  such  repair  and  restoration  is  warranted  for  the  adequate  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  structure  for  hurricane  or  shore  protection.” 

Sec.  207.  Section  4  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the 
construction  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  December  22,  1944,  as 
amended  by  section  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  July  24,  1946, 
and  by  section  209  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  is  hereby  further 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  4.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  supervision  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate 
public  park  and  recreational  facilities  at  water  resource  development 
projects  under  the  control  of  the  Department  of  the  Army,  to  permit 
''e  construction  of  such  facilities  by  local  interests  (particularly  those 
j  be  operated  and  maintained  by  such  interests),  and  to  permit  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  such  facilities  by  local  interests.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  also  authorized  to  grant  leases  of  lands, 
including  structures  or  facilities  thereon,  at  water  resovirce  develop¬ 
ment  projects  for  such  periods,  and  upon  such  terms  and  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  as  he  may  deem  reasonable  in  the  public  Provided,  That 

leases  to  nonprofit  organizations  for  park  or  recreational  purposes  may 
be  granted  at  reduced  or  nominal  considerations  in  recognition  of  the 
puWic  service  to  be  rendered  in  utilizing  the  leased  premises;  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  preference  shall  be  given  to  Federal,  State,  or 
local  governmental  agencies,  and  licenses  or  leases  where  appropriate, 
may  granted  without  monetary  considerations,  to  such  agencies  for 
the  use  of  all  or  any  portion  of  a  project  area  for  any  public  purpose, 
when  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines  such  action  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  and  for  such  periods  of  time  and  upon  such  conditions 
as  he  may  find  advisable:  And  “provided  further.  That  in  any  such 
lease  or  license  to  a  Federal,  State,  or  local  governmental  agency  which 
involves  lands  to  be  utilized  for  the  development  and  conservation  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  forests,  and  other  natural  resources,  the  licen.see  or 
lessee  may  be  authorized  to  cut  timber  and  harvest  crops  as  may  be 
necessary  to  further  such  beneficial  uses  and  to  collect  and  utilize 
he  proceeds  of  any  sales  of  timber  and  crops  in  the  development,  con- 
.jCrvation,  maintenance,  and  utilization  of  such  lands.  Any  balance  of 
proceeds  not  so  utilized  shall  be  paid  to  the  United  States  at  such  time 
or  times  as  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Army  may  determine  appropriate. 
The  water  areas  of  all  such  projects  shall  be  open  to  public  use  gen¬ 
erally,  without  charge,  for  boating,  swimming,  bathing,  fishing,  and 
other  recreational  purposes,  and  ready  access  to  and  exit  from  such 
areas  along  the  shores  of  such  projects  shall  be  maintained  for  gen¬ 
eral  public  use,  when  such  use  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  not  to  be  contraiy  to  the  public  interest,  all  under  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  deem  necessary.  No 
use  of  any  area  to  which  this  section  applies  shall  be  permitted  which 
is  inconsistent  with  the  law^s  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  game  of  the 
State  in  which  such  area  is  situated.  All  moneys  received  W  the 
United  States  for  leases  or  privileges  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  receipt?.” 
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Skc.  208.  Section  207  of  tlie  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  (74  Stat. 
501 )  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  When  used  in  this  section — 

“  ( 1 )  The  term  ‘Agency’  means  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  United 
States  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  United  States 
Department  of  the  Interior,  whichever  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
project  concerned. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘head  of  the  Agency  concerned’  means  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  or  the  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or 
their  respective  designees. 

“  (3)  The  term  ‘water  resources  projects  to  be  constructed  in  the 
future'  includes  all  projects  not  yet  actually  under  construction, 
and,  to  the  extent  of  work  remaining  to  be  completed,  includes 
projects  ])resently  under  construction  where  road  relocations  or 
identifiable  components  thereof  are  not  complete  as  of  the  date  of 
this  section. 

“(4)  The  term  ‘time  of  the  taking’  is  the  date  of  the  relocation 
agreement,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  a  condemnation  proceeding, 
or  a  date  agreed  upon  between  the  parties  as  the  date  of  taking. 

“(b)  Whenever,  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  any  autho^ 
ized  flood  control,  navigation,  irrigation,  or  multiple-purpose  projeCT 
for  the  development  of  water  resources,  the  head  of  the  Agency  con¬ 
cerned  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  utilize  existing  public 
I'oads  as  a  means  of  providing  access  to  such  projects  during  construc¬ 
tion,  such  Agency  may  improve,  reconstruct,  and  maintain  such  roads 
and  may  contract  with  the  local  authority  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
roads  to  accomplish  the  necessary  work.  The  accomplishment  of  such 
work  of  improvement  may  be  carried  out  with  or  without  obtaining 
any  interest  in  the  land  on  which  the  road  is  located  in  accordance  with 
mutual  agreement  between  the  parties :  Provided,  (1)  That  the  head  of 
the  Agency  concerned  determines  that  such  work  would  result  in  a 
saving  in  Federal  cost  as  opposed  to  the  cost  of  providing  a  new  access 
road  at  Federal  expense,  (2)  that,  at  the  completion  of  construction, 
the  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  will,  if  necessary,  restore  the  road 
to  at  least  as  good  condition  as  prior  to  the  beginning  of  utilization  for 
access  during  construction,  and  (3)  that,  at  the  completion  of  con¬ 
struction,  the  responsibility  of  the  Agency  for  improvement,  recon- 
•struction,  and  maintenance  shall  cease. 

“(c)  For  water  resources  projects  to  be  constructed  in  the  future, 
when  the  taking  by  the  Federal  (xovernment  of  an  existing  public  road 
necessitates  replacement,  the  substitute  provided  will,  as  nearly  aa 
practicable,  serve  in  the  same  manner  and  reasonably  as  Avell  as  tl^ 
existing  road.  The  head  of  the  Agency  concerned  is  authorized  t^ 
construct  such  substitute  roads  to  design  standards  comparable  to 
those  of  the  State,  or,  xyhere  applicable  State  standards  do  not  exist, 
those  of  the  owning  political  division  in  which  the  road  is  located,  for 
roads  of  the  same  classification  as  the  road  being  replaced.  The  traffic 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  taking  shall  be  used  in  the  determination  of 
(he  cla.ssification.  In  any  case  where  a  State  or  political  subdivision 
(hereof  requests  that  such  a  substitute  road  be  constructed  to  a  higher 
standard  than  that  provided  in  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  and  pays,  prior  to  commencement  of  such  construction,  the 
additional  costs  involved  due  to  such  higher  standard,  such  Agency 
head  is  authorized  to  constnict  such  road  to  such  higher  standard. 
Federal  costs  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  part  of 
the  nonreimbursable  project  co.sts.” 

Sec.  209.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  includ¬ 
ing  channel  and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated 
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by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  localities: 

Provided,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any 
survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report 
or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or 
survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such 
review  is  required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or 
economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the  Government  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project  for  the  improvement 
of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned  in  this  title  until  the  project 
for  the  proposed  work  shall  have  been  adopted  by  law : 

Valenciana  River,  Puerto  Rico. 

Waccasassa  River  (Levy  County  and  Gilchrist  County),  Florida. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  North  Shore,  Louisiana. 

Peytons  Creek  and  tributaries,  Texas. 

Clear  Creek,  Texas. 

San  Bernard  River,  Texas. 

Arkansas  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  Eufaula 
and  Keystone  Reservoirs,  Oklahoma,  on  the  water  supply  facilities  of 
the  cities  of  McAlester  and  Yale,  respectively,  with  a  view  to  deter¬ 
mining  the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal  participation  in  the  replacement 
of  the  cities’  water  supply  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limita¬ 
tion  contained  in  existing  Corps  of  hlngineers  protective  and  relocation 
plans. 

Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  with  reference  to  the 
effect  of  the  Barkley  Dam  project,  on  the  water  supply  and  sewage 
treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of  Cadiz,  Kuttawa,  and  Eddyville, 

Kentucky,  and  the  State  penitentiary  at  Eddyville,  Kentucky,  respec¬ 
tively,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  extent,  if  any,  of  Federal 
participation  in  the  replacement  of  their  water  supply  and  sewage 
treatment  facilities  in  equity  without  regard  to  limitation  contained 
in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  protective  and  relocation  plans. 

Missouri  River  Basin,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  Oahe  and 
Garrison  Reservoirs,  North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota,  on  the  sewage 
treatment  facilities  of  the  cities  of  Bismarck  and  Mandan,  North 
Dakota,  respectively,  wdth  a  view  to  determining  the  extent,  if  any, 
of  Federal  participation  in  the  sewage  treatment  facilities  in  equity 
without  regard  to  limitation  contained  in  existing  Corps  of  Engineers 
orotective  and  relocation  plans. 

)  All  streams  in  Santa  Barbara  County,  California,  draining  the 
Santa  Ynez  Mountains,  except  Santa  Ynez  River  and  tributaries. 

Sacramento  River  Basin  and  streams  in  northern  California  drain¬ 
ing  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  purposes  of  developing,  where 
feasible,  multi  pie- purpose  water  resource  projects,  particularly  tho^ 
which  would  be  eligible  under  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  Public 
Law  85-500.  72  Stat.  319, 

Battle  Creek,  Sacramento  River,  California.  43  use  390b. 

Kaskaskia  River  levees,  Illinois;  review  of  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Puget  Sound,  Washington,  and  adjacent  waters,  including  tribu¬ 
taries,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  water  uses 
and  related  land  resources.  _ 

Harbors  and  rivers  in  Hawaii,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advis¬ 
ability  of  improvements  in  the  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control, 
hydroelectric  power  development,  water  supply,  and  other  beneficial 
water  uses,  and  related  land  resources. 
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58  Stat.  894. 


W,  Kerr  Scott 
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Designation, 
60  Stat.  645. 


Waimea  River,  Kokee  Area,  Kauai,  Hawaii,  for  multiple  purposes. 

\Wipio  River,  Kohala-Hamakua  coast.  Island  of  Hawaii,  for  mul¬ 
tiple  purpose  development. 

lao  River,  Wailuku,  Maui,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting  through  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  is  hereby  authorized  to  replace  with  adequate  floodway 
capacity  the  bridge  over  Boeuf  River,  Chicot  County,  Arkansas, 
approximately  three  miles  north  of  the  county  line,  and  the  bridge  oyer 
Big  Bayou,  Chicot  County,  Arkansas,  approximately  two  miles 
upstream  from  its  confluence  with  the  Boeuf  River  which  were  altered 
as  part  of  the  project  for  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  22, 1944,  and  which 
were  recently  destroyed  by  floods,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $115,000. 

Sec.  211.  The  Wilkesboro  Resei-voir  flood  control  project,  Yadkin 
River,  North  Carolina,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946, 
shall  hereafter  be  known  and  designated  as  the  W.  Kerr  Scott  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  in  honor  of  the  late  Senator  W.  Kerr  Scott  of  North 
Carolina.  Any  law,  regulation,  document,  or  record  of  the  United 
States  in  which  such  project  is  designated  or  referred  to  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  refer  to  such  project  by  the  name  of  the  W.  Ke« 
Scott  Dam  and  Reservoir.  ^ 

Sec.  212.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962”. 

Approved  October  23,  1962. 
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